33 




FILES CONTAINED IN THIS PART 


FILE # PAGES AVAILABLE 

L2-T74?3 Seckon / [ 6 ^ 

sccu* ins 


I 


DeSCRIPSi^ 


BUREAU FILE 


SUBJECT Mgser Lii/MPHnev 



FILE NO - 


SECTION NO. L 

i 

SERIALS— 

/-Vf 

_ /5t * 



STAMti'JtD mM NO. W 

0 




Rfeftiw wrwUTTl • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Mr. C&*a& r ' 




Rhodes called from Duluth , 2/innesota this morning 
Be is in Puluth checking on -tke resident agent's office , * 


.’4 


last evening ■ 

was Jeaoinp 4 $^. Paul t ft a^Tayd^^Iin^ 
" 1 0 -TUf^for re- e 1 ect to n__i n the Hay dtXttu 
H e -wi_ 11 aggi n . Jb e jo pposed by Biihe rt^ku m] 
fesso r . whom Kline beat" Th the^Tast eh 
very c lose elec tion . res^terddu aJM 

toic? 


y gw 1101 1 , - 

■y. WAmlngton 
Mr. OuVn Tam" 

fel£. Room " 

kr. Neaso 

t'Mlss Bcaft a a 

fl ftaniii \ ' 


PHHVtoid him as hilll^^^-z 
_MiniL£_Qj) Q2 i s is going 
i^ics .and. in jfc he.Jun^jelecjiJnkJ 
yhreyj a political science prjo - ^p- 


>oi ng to .ran; 


w^^M.,.^viy Ct iij3ifin.t.j£a^i.ei_.o^5?^WTrs^<V*._.cleanin^_out tfte racketeers 
( /?n o d_es_ stajie d_ tha t Kli ne i s controlled by the racketeers), that Kline-' 
woula^come to Washington to see the Director^ and try to get the- Director r * 
ideas on a setup whereby crime ™ + nh+ h*» /■*«» eu. «_./■» * 


i d e a s 


% i me might $e combatted jn_ St . pgul^ 

j . ’ ; ! : ’.-X. ■ i •, r — - - . * 

t ! i 


i Pkere is a £ 00 _d indicati onjbhat Kline will be defeated. T 

will recall that we have had contacts with Kline in the past . Be is 
quite a v e rbos_e^J n div i dual and is always looking for some political 
consideration. Rhodes stated that h^un^ej^^^gd Humphrey loas a oood 
frien d ,of _.the. Attorney Jleneral and and managed the coalition 
campaign for the Democratic Farm LaVo^BO^^ his summer. He is also 
s P _fr ie ,t o 
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On Sep tenter El, 1945, Hr. Hubert £f. Mumphrev^the 

see me, accompanied bJM HP 
*'r* Humphrey stated that he 
miy ejected as toy or of Minneapolis and was parttcu - 
lavly desirous of giving that city & clean, vigorous adatn i #• 
tration, partfcuiariy in the field of lam enforcement. m Me i b' 
stated that he had appointed asgChief *£b&X*&*+^V* HRS^ — * 
ffcn graduate. J told htm that I knew favorably of . 

and believed he mould be an honest and an efficient pelice'^ 
^executive. 

The Mayor urged that at some tine In the near future 
1 cone to Minneapolis and that if there had been an improve - 
gi>nf in the local situation, as he hoped to bring about, * that 
I might see clear to comment on it, and express my views . I 
advised him my commitments were very heavy at present, but tfcat 
if he would communicate with me at some later date, I would 
check to see it were possible to accede to Me request. 


UR. CLEGG 
UR. 9 1C HOLS 


Very truly yours, 

€• A/> 

John Edgar Hoover 
director 
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SUBJECT: 


MR. LADD j 

HUBERT H? 


1 s THE DIRECTOR \ / • £; ' 

\ yi • '• - Mr! Coffey 

_„_ w f\ /■ Mr. 01»¥ln 

FROM « hr. udd £il<^ / v . ■■■..' fcaJSwc: 

/3n) \ i I ‘Mr. Koeen 

_ TT7 , ^ (\J y \ I ^ ^ * 1 Mr . Tr*cy 

bject: HUBERT '*1 ylt ^ £■ g™® — 

.■\| X/ ^ Mr. Hendo n 

«' I . Mr. Pennington 

\ - . • Mr. ftuinn Taam 

Pursuant to your request a summary memorandum of inf o rma t i or^^ ^5 e ” 
relating to the captioned individual has been prepared from informatics 
contained in the Bureau 1 s files* ■“ 





It is to be noted that he has never been the subject of a 
Bureau investigation and basic background data are therefore lacking* 

However, various individuals have shown his close connection 
with members of the Communist Political Association in Minnesota. . 


Attachment* 



r';: T 

I'lRL,:.: 


i copies destroyed “* 
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25 : ,hubert h. Humphrey 

The above-named individual, an unsuccessful candidate for Mayor of 
Minneapolis in 1943, was elected Mayor of that city and assumed office in July of 
1945# One of his first official acts was to appoint Sd Byan, FBI National Police 
Academy ««« -in m rm»ar>ali«. Prior to his 


September 20, 1945 

C:r--. 

V. v. ■ . • i 




inneapoiis, contacted the Bureau office in St. .Paul and was 
brined of t he Bureaus preference for Ed Byan. It is, therefore, felt that 

had an imporlaat-JBazt^iL-this appointment since AL-frh at time he was 
serving on ^ 

interesting selection coianittee 
was one 

The St. Pa\jl u ffice furnished inf or 
of 1945 reflecting that 

, stated that~Ubcmunis T> rart y runct/ioharies were supporting 
1 race and if elected.®!® felt that Communists would fill key city jobs, 




no evidence has been received of his membership in the Communist Political Association 
his close association therewith has been made clear. In confirmation of this 
situation may be seen the information that Humphrey worked on the merger of the 
farmer-labor and democratic parties under the direction of the Communist Political 
Association and the strong support given Humphrey which members of the CPA in 
Minneapolis claim was the determining factor in his election. 

Long recognized as a Liberal, Humphrey was in 1944 Professor of Political 
Science at MacAlester College in St. Paul and under the guise of "Liberal* was 
reportedly an instructor in the Abraham Lincoln School extension in Minneapolis in 
March of 1944; spoke at a Soldiers 1 Pally in May, 1944 which was arranged by the 
American Youth for Democracy, and reviewed the book, "Under Cover* for the 
Student League for Democracy at the University of Minnesota. 
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January R8, 2947 


MSUQRAMIUU TOR MR* T0L80M 
MR* TAMM 


On rrtday 9 / last ***** sn my may to Ms* tfjr*# ths 
attached letter * qs present^^^^> mm fct# Mr- Unh ert J S* Nunohrs 

Mayor of Minneapolis* and „ ...... 

during the course o£ my conporoction with them on the 
they stated that a/year or so ago either the Mayor * 
wrote me, requesting certain legal authority ©onciu 
admissibility offevidence obtained.** means sf. c^ictaphonr 
They inquired a V this time whether there had been any soee 
carried to the Supreme Court of the Untied States or to any 
federal Court dealing mith the admissibility sf evidence »■- 
properly obtained • In other words* thstr thought vao that 
there might bs esrtatn types of svidsncs improperly obtained 
which aicht still be admissible under certain circumstances 
and conditions . I told them tkct 1 would look into this 
matter and advise them • j p 

fill you please check sn the correspondence which 
X have had with them and prepare an appropriate letter to 
Mayor Humphrey in answer ts Mo sral inquiry • 

Very truly yours 


r 

- w i 


Very truly ys 

(S' l c. & 


John Sdgar So over 
Streeter 
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3DUE ASPECTS OF THE UV ISSIBHITT OF ETOEKCE 


I. Admissibility of Evidence Wrongfully or Illegally Obtained 
A* Federal Hale 

Until 1£S5 it ms the general practice of the United States Saprme 
Court to apply the common law rule on the admi esibility of evidence* Xn 
0 Instead v United States (1928) 27V U*S. 438# Chief Justice Taft pointed 
out that unless there is a specific rule to the contrary the rules of evidence 
are those of the common law# con t i nuing ** 

*Xhe co moon law rule is that the admissibility of evi denes is 
not affected by the illegality of the means by which it was 
obtained* * 

kr* Taft cited Professor Greenleaf f s work on evidence, volume I, 

12th edition, by Redfield, Section 254 (a) which stated in part - 

* • • • • •• though papers and other subjects of svidenoe may have been 
illegally taken from the possession of the party against whom th^ 

*re offered, or otherwise unlawfully obtained, this is no valid 
objection to their admissibility, if they are pertinent to the 
issue* The Court will not take notice how they were obtained, whethe 
lawfully or unlaw full y , nor will it form an issue, to determine 
that question*" 

0 Instead v United States, 277 U*S. 433 at pc 
467. 

Itr* Taft alao cited Jones on Evidence, Volume V# Section 2075, Bote ; 

•■here there is no violation of a constitutional guarantee, the 
verity of the above statement is absolute*" 

0 Instead v United States, 277 U*S* 438 at p 
467. 

In the case of Jfaesleln ▼ District of Colum b ia, 115 F (2d) 6/90, the 

Sc 5: * aid " 

/ 

"♦♦...•apart from duress and the like, illegal acquisition of 
evidoice does not weaken its reliability, and hence, at conraon law, 
method of ob taimaon t usually had no bearing upon the admissibility* 



Tai*c w 
k. < I*K 
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JUvlfl 
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In 1B85 the United States Supreme Court decided what Professor 


lISa>r6 referred to, as the "ill-e tarred" case of Boyd v United states, 116" 
*3^:. 616. In that case the court held that evidence illegally obtained bA 


SrU h — officers is not admissible in the Federal Courts * 

Ourne* 


This vi ear was 
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a reaffirmed by the same court in the case of Weeks ▼ United States In 1914# 232 
U.S. 3&3» Bespits the rigor with which professor wlgmore (M snore On Evidence, 
Volume VIII, Section 2184) and Justice Cardoso (People ▼ Defore, 242 H.T. 413) 
have attacked the views of the United States Supreme Court in these 'te 
cases, the rule as there enunciated still obtains In the federal died ary. 


Chief Justice Taft in Olraetead r united States declared that the 
Weeks case - 

.......announced an exception to the Gasman las rule by excluding 

all evidence in the procuring of shich government officials took part 
by methods forbidden by the Fourth and Fifth ftaendment*. Many 
state courts do not follow the Weeks case. People ▼ Defore, 242 
J7.T. 413* But those who do, treat it as an exception to the 
general common las rules and required by constitutional limitations • * 

01ms tead ▼ United states 277 U.S. 433 at page 467. 


It is clear, therefore, as pointed out in 0 Instead v United States, 
that where there is a rule to the contrary the coanon law rule does not 
apply in the Federal Courts. The Boyd and Seeks cases do fix a rule 
to the contrary • 


".•••••an established exception that excludes all evidence In the 
procuring of which governnent officials have invaded the ' rigtfc 
of privacy pro tec tea by the Vourth and Fifth Amendments.* 

United States ▼ Flisco , 22 Federal Supplement at 
page 243* 


The Federal rule is not binding upon the several state courts. 
Referring to these cases and others of a like nature Mr. Justice Cardoso said — 

■Those Judgments do not bind us for they construe provisions of the 
Federal constitution. Fourth and Fifth Amendments, not 
applicable to the states.* 

People r Defore, 242 H.T* 413| 150 N.S. 535. 


In Twining v Mew Jersey, 211 U.S. 78, the Supreme Court held that 
the first eight Amendment e to the Federal Constitution are restrictive only 
of national action. Consequently the restrictions Imposed by the Fourth 
Amendment do not apply to state officers. 


The sane rule was laid down in Weeks ▼ Uhl ted States, 232 U.S. 383 
at page 398, where It was held that the "limitations* of the Fourth 
Amendment reach only "the Federal Government and its agencies.* 


Ur. Toi»on 

Ur. t. a. TS 5 T 

lx. cl. a ’ 

IX. OlAVili 

1 r. Udd 

by Ju sti ce Cardoso — 

IX ! C*T5or i 

lx. t<«J . ~ 

IX. Qifd M 

lx. taxt>0 . * ~ ~ 

lx. H*ndon ~ 

IX. P*rj.;t\ri; r.~~ 

IX. Qujra. TaraT 

lr. kata* 
liai Omd? 


The rule In the federal Judiciary was clearly and briefly stated 


"A Federal prosecutor may take no benefit from evidence 
collected through the trespass of a Federal officer. His 


2 





thought is that, in appropriating the results, he ratifies 

the scans* Eesegee Co of China ▼ U.S., 43 S. Ct 514, 262 0*S. 151, 

156.* 

People ▼ Defors 242 H.T* 413, 150 !•£♦ 585 • 

One of the reasons for the role van stated as folio** ~ 

••...♦.it is a federal judicial policy not to sHow agents 
and officers of the United States to break the law themselves end 
then use information so acquired to pro 3 ecu te others.* 

Shlnyu Koro v united States, 148 7 (2d) 696. 

B. Minnesota Bile 

The rule in Minnesota is clearly and decisively settled that - 

•The More fact that evidence is improperly or illegally obtained 
does not render it inadmissible.* 

t 

2 Bunnell, Digest and Supplement, Section 3239* 

In State ex rel Rockwell v State Board of Education, (19 42) 213 Minnesota 
184, at page 194, 6 M.0. 2nd 251, the Minnesota Supreme Court spoke In terms 
of - . 

•♦•..♦.the well recognised legal principle that evidence 
is not rendered incompetent by the fact that it was wrongfully 
or illegally procured.* 

There has been no reversal of this view by the Minnesota Supreme 

Court. 

The same rule was repeated in state v Sauer (June 16, 1944) 217 
Minnesota 591 at page 593 where the court referred to City of Mankato v GrabowensJd 
154 Minnesota 265, 191 H.W. 603, Yhich "gives the rule in this state as 
follows" — 


*...... the law is well settled In this state, by the decisions 

in State r Stoffel s, 89 Minnesota 205, 94 K*W«, 675) State Y 
Hoyle, 98 Minnesota 254, 107 N.W. 1130) and State v ftogne 115 



As evidence of the fact that the Minnesota Courts have not adopted 
Cto T8g lhir contrary view of the federal judiciary, the Minnesota Supreme Court 
continued in the next sentence of State v Sauer (supra) — 


Tolmm 
»< * 

Cl» 


UdO 
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HOMO 

Trt-cy^_ 

Cvson. 

S*v,_ 


Qirr»*__ 

Har^o 

KtnCor . 
p*Tu.inrtcn 
rj T«®m“ 


Qui 

Lias Scnay 


•These canes were recently followed, after further consideration 
of the questions In view of adverse Federal decieions." (State v 

- 3 - 
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Hesse 154, Minnesota 89, 191 H.r. 267) (1922) 


The court in the Hesse case felt that, no tidthstanding the 
contrary rule in force in the Federal Courts upon the sane subject the veil 
established Minnesota rule on the admissibility of illegally or wrongfully 
obtained evidence should stand. he sec, therefore, that in 1944 the 
Minnesota supreme Court reiterated the doctrine which was in effect In 
1922 and refused to depart therefrom. Interestingly enough the Federal rule 
was relied upon by the appellant in the Hesse case in the hope of suppressing 
the evidence alleged to have been improperly and unlawfully obtained. The 
court specifically rejected the application of the Federal role as to the 
non-admissibility of illegally obtained evidence. 

Again in State ▼ Fluth, (1923) 157, Minnesota 145 and State ▼ 

Kassa (1936) the Federal rule was considered and rejected. In the F&ssa oaae 
the court referred to the annotations in 24AXT11411 et seq to show that 
•This seems to be the rule in most Jurisdictions.* Determined to adhere to Its 
own state rule the court in the Kasea case said — 

*We see no sound reason for disturbing the rule so long 

end ro thoroughly established as that to which we have referred.* 

(198 Minnesota at page 184) 

In view of the fact that all these cases and wary others were 
referred to by the court in 1944 in support of the decision in State v 
Sauer, there vrould seem to be no reason to doubt the nature of the rule now 
outstanding in Minnesota. None of the cases cited have been reversed, 
modified or amended by any subsequent decision of the Minnesota Supreme Court. 

The lfl.nnesota rule therefore stands, in spite of Federal 
rulings to the contrary - 

•The mere fact that evidence is improperly or illegally 
obtained does not raider it inadmissible.* 

2 Dunn ell. Digest and Supplement, Section 3239 
and the authorities cited* 

II • Federal Rule Ihen Evidence is Obtained By Other Than Federal Officers 

<-Ee havA already seen that the exclusionary rule of the federal 
Judiciary applies only to evidence illegally obtained by Federal officers, and 
the rule Is applicable only in the federal Judicial system. The rule does not 
exclude the admission in Federal Courts of such evidence when the same has been 
obtained by persons who are not Federal employees. The case of Yteeks ▼ United 
States 23 2 U.S. 383, which restricted Federal agencies meantime assured the 
Z: I°*]”Ts gafeta aibility In Federal Courts of evidence obtained by state official! 

Z: r cr^r dless of the means employed. In that case it was held that where a 

£: Mchou ~TPl±c enan makes an unauthorised seizure the Fourth Amendment is not 

g^cy-, applicable where he does not act under any claim of Federal authority. Said the 

trl tar, 
ix. OtrnM 
U. H«r>o 

IT. na^CarT " 

is. P»nr. infCT 

L? . Quirj TMcnf 
IT . I.tM 

UM GanSy 
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court — 



*••#•. .the Fourth Amendment is not directed to individual vis- 
conduct of such officials* Its Hvitattons reach the Federal 
Government and its agencies*" 

In People v Defore, 242 H*T* 413# 150 H»E. 585, Justice Cardoso in 
shoving the limitations of the Federal rule upon Federal officials 
pointed out that the Federal prosecutor "does not have to be so scrupulous 
shout evidence brought to him by others*" He shoved that Federal 
officers are on one aide of the line which the Federal courts have drawn 
While "police in the service of the states (are) on the other#* On the 
one hand the wrongfully obtained evidence of Federal agencies is inadmissible 
in Federal Court while 



"The Ration may keep what the servants of the State supply*" 


Weeks v United States 23 2 U*S«383 
Schroeder v United states, 7 F (2d) 60 
United States v One Ford Oaupe 3 F (2d) 64 


There is a long list of Federal decisions to the effect that 

■4 vitwA 


ftK+ol naH in n frVi «n 411 airal a&D«wth awl 
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does not render It Inadmissible in a Federal Court* Several follow ~ 


LancNdrth v United States, 299 F 281 
Kane llo s v United States, 282 F 461 
Epstein v United States, 284 U#S* 567 
Thomas v United States, 290 ? 133 
Rowan v United States, 281 F 137 
Riggs v United States, 299 F 273 
In re Sehuet*©, 299 F 827 

It has been held that the legality of a search and seizure by 
police officers will not be Inquired into by a Federal Court* 

Kunn v United States, 4 F (2d) 380 


Where local officers in the course of a search and seisure act 
independently of the Federal officers, the evidence though illegally procured 
is not inadmissible* 

Bruce v United states, 73 F (2d) 972 




is. Tolton 

lx . «.. a. 1QT 
is. ci*n 
is. JUrT a "~ 
lx. ;>*(! 

IS". Kichol i 

is. hcMn 

lx. Tracy 

lx. Carton 

is. fear, " 

lx. Oiff n#a 

lx. Htrao 

LX. hanfior 

Lr. Ptrx.lnJTTn - 
IX. Qulrj. Taun - 

lr. Mas* ” 

L'l#a Canay 


Even though the search and seisure by state officers were Illegal 
the government could accept the evidence so obtained In a Federal prosecution# 


Burkifl v United States, 60 F (2d) 452 


- 5 - 


/j 



( 



J \ 


Though the police had no search warrant the evidence was held to 
be admissible In a Federal Court* 


Greenberg ▼ tailed States* 7 F (2d) 65# 

It has been held proper to use evidence of local police provided 
Federal agents were not consulted or Informed of the raid until Its com- 
pletion# 


HcShann v United States* 67 F (2d) 655 

Edgmon ▼ United States* 87 7 (2d) 15 

Evidence wrongfully secured fay persons other than Federal officers 
was hold to be admissible In a Federal prosecution# 

biller ▼ United States* 50 7 (2d) 505 

Fl&ssa ▼ United States* 59 7 (2d) 1071 

Evidence secured by state officers acting entirely on their 
own account will not ordinarily be excluded in Federal Court* although 
obtained in the course of a search which would have violated the Federal 
Constitution if conducted by Federal officers# 

Sutherland v United States* 92 F (2d) 305# 

Evidence obtained by state officers acting entirely on their own 
account in the enforcement of state laws, though obtained unlawfully* 

Is admissible In a fbderal Court* 

United States ▼ byers* 46 F (2d) 317# 

Countless other cases could be added to this llet but it is 
believed that this group of cases is representative of the solution of the 
problem involved* 


in# Konadirri ssibllity of Evidence Obtained By Other Than Federal Officers 


Ml — XL. «.J. V — . t — _2_ J L_ L V A. 3 _L 1 . 

lira wjtceyuLou uu uw r buoiui ruiv mucu um nwu ivueu auuve a . 9 

not without its limitations# Where Federal officers are* In ary way* 
involved in such a search by state officers the Federal rule becomes 
applicable in prosecutions under Federal lavs in the Federal Courts# The 
following cases will serve to demonstrate this proposition# — 


ix, Tal»or 

ix. I. a. is sr 

lr. liter 

ix. JUri r 

ix. uaa 

IX. Mchcli 

IX. Hour. 

Lr. Trtcy ^ 

lr, Carton 
lr. K*#n _ 

IX. Oia-net 

IX. H#ri>o 1 ~ 

Lr. KenCcn 

Lr. Ptrj.ingTTrf 
LX. ftulrj Tl«r' 

IX. )<#«#• 2 

Lias Candy 


Evidence obtained by state officers by illegal search solely to 
aid In prosecution of Federal offense mat be excluded In a Federal Court# 

•«-«# M - A A - -# MX.i A* B f M J 

nau v uuwa ovawv* ax w 74 

I Aldridge v United States* 67F (2d) 956# 


When the search and seizure is a Joint enterprise with Federal 


iagmts the Federal laws govern the search* 

Crank v United States* 61 F (2d) 981. 


6 





k search and seizure rode by state officers for federal officers 
into whose custody the defendant sms to be given, was treated, with respect 
to the admissibility of the evidence obtained, as If the Federal officers 
were actually present making, or assisting In waking, the search and . 
seizure, notwithstanding that Federal officers did not know that set sure was to 
be rode on that particular day* 

lard t United States, 96 F (2d) 109* { 

9 x 

In a liquor prosecution, the evidence was held to establish that 
Federal officers ratified the unlawful search and seizure by state officers, 
and hence the evidence was inadmissible* 

Fowler r United States, 62 F (2d) 656* 

The Federal government way avail Itself of evidence procured by 
state officers through illegal search and seizure provided no Federal officers 
or agents have participated therein* 

In re Kilbnrne, 77 F (2d) 310* 

Where Illegally obtained evidence of police is used the def endrot 
; Is entitled to develop at the trial that Federal agents inspired the raid* 

United States v Woe Xlss, 105 F (2d) 144* 

federal agents will not be permitted to procure search by state 
officers to secure evidence for prosecution in Federal Court which they could 
not themselves lawfully secure* 

Sloane v United States, 47 F (2d) 609* 

Where evidence is obtained Illegally by state officers without 
instigation or arrangement with Federal officers it is admissible in a Federal 
Court* 


Brown v United States, 12 F (2d) 926* 

Evidence secured through wrongful search and seizure by state 
officers in the presence of or in cooperation with Federal officers is not 
competent in a Federal Court** 

Hiller v United States, 50 F (2d) 505 
Flazsa v United States, 59 F (2d) 1071 
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Where the unlawful search, seizure rod arrest are wade solely on 
behalf of the Federal government, evidence so obtained is not admissible 
4n-a Federal Court* 


Hiller 

Piazza 


United 

United 


States, 

States, 


50 

59 


(2d) 

(2d) 


505* 

1071 
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Where Federal officers In an understanding with state officers adopt 
a prosecution which was originated by state officers as a result of a search 
made by than, the same rule relating to the acbissibility of such evidence 
rtiould be applied as if the Federal officers bad made or directed the search* 

Sutherland ▼ ttaited States, 92 f (2d) 305* 

The evidence is not admissible where state and federal officers 
jointly make e search under a state warrant which does not comply with 
Federal requirements* 


Thompson v United States, 22 T (2d) 134* 

Where local officers act at the direction of Federal officers the 
evidence Is not admissible if obtained wrongfully* 

United States ▼ FaUoco, 277 F 75* 

State police, vdio act under an arrangement with, and in aid of Federal 
officers, become agents of the United States Government, and subject to the 
Federal constitution and laws governing the right of search and selsure, and 
evidence secured through a search by them without a warrant may not be used in 
a Federal prosecution, though the search was authorised for different purposes 
by a local statute or ordinance* 

In re schuetse, 299 F 827* 

Where a Federal agent participated in a search made by state 
officers under a search warrant lawful under the state law, but which 
did not oonform to the requirements of the Federal law, the search, though 
directed by the state officers, was unlawful under the Federal law, and 
evidence obtained thereby Is not admissible against the owner of the 
premises in a Federal Court* 

United States v Case, 286 t 627* 

In 194^ arose the case of Lowrey ▼ United States, 1 28 F (2d) 477, 
involving an alleged violation of the revenue laws* The evidence was 
entirely obtained by state officers under an Invalid search warrant* 

11 though there was no agreement among state and Federal officials it was the 
general practice that in cases of sufficient Importance prosecution would be 
tendered to Federal officers* The court held that in view of this general 
practice the evidence is inadmissible because it was obtained by an Illegal 
search and selsure in violation of the Fourth Amendment* 
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IV* Admissibility of Evidence Procured by Wiretapping* and Microphone Surveillance t 
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A* Federal Rule 

In 1934, there was enacted the Federal Ooraaunicattone Act, Title 47 
♦A*, the noet frequently quoted portion of which ie Section 605 to the 


^effe ct that - 


Iff 
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*••••• *no person not being authorised by the sender shall 
intercept any comuni cation and divulge or publish ^thw 
existence, contents, substance, purport, effect, or meaning ef 
such intercepted concumicGtion to any person* **••■ 

This Is the section which bears most directly on the work of ths 
law enforcement officer and the prosecutor*. 

The law on the subject was not clearly settled until 1937, though 
the application of this portion of the Act had been before the courts on 
several occasions* 

On December 20, 1937, the Supreme Court of the United States decided 
the case of Kardcme ▼ United States, 82 L» Ed. 314* The question was 
raised whether evidence procured by federal officers tapping telephone wires and 
intercepting messages is admissible in a criminal trial in a United States 
QL strict Court. The government contended that Congress did not intend 
to prohibit tapping wires to procure evidence* The court felt, however, that 
■the plain words of Section 605 forbid anyone, unless authorised by the sender, 
to Intercept a telephone me 3 sago, and directed in equally clear language that 
’no person 1 shall divulge or publish the message or its substance to 
'any person 1 . To recite the contents of the message in court is to divulge the 
message.* 
r ' 

It should be borne in mind that this is a federal rule for federal 

Courts* 


In 1933 the case of United states v Fliaeo came on fbr hearing in the 
District Court fbr the District of Columbia. (22 Federal Supplement 242) 

This case involved a violation of the law relating to gambling in the District 
of Columbia* Search warrants were issued based on evidence obtained by 
police by tapping wires and intercepting messages passing within the District 
of Columbia* A motion was made to quash the search warrants ana suppress ii* 
evidence obtained thereby because the warrants had been issued upon evidence 
obtained by wiretapping* The case of Kardone v United States, seen above, 
was cited by the court in support of the view that that type of evidence is not 
admissible in a Federal Court* The government contended that all calls in the 
Nardone Case were interstate In character, and that the decision should be 
confined to interstate matters* The court held that the Kardbne Case 
.......accepts the broad language of this provision (Section 605) as direction 

to exclude evidence obtained through interception of telephone messages by wire- 
tapping • ••*" The court further held that the ethical considerations that 
support the policy of excluding Intercepted interstate messages in the District 
of Columbia would seem to apply with equal force to intercepted local messages. 


In 1933 the case of Sablowsfcy v United States, 101 F (2d) 183 
was heard. This case involved tax evasion on distilled spirits. Government 


Si agents intercepted intrastate conrunications between parties to the conspiracy. 

JltvlK “ - - n 

Ladd 

Hlcftola 

Konh 

Trtcy 

ctrsoh 

Emu-. 

On - naa 

HlT5o_ 

Harden 


Parj.ingtcn" 
Quin. Tifiii 

Naasa “ 

MU OMCy 


- 9 - 


// 




The agents recorded about 1600 such messages* About 500 of these Intrastate 
so nsriuni cations were Introduced in arri dense during the trial * The ftoverrjaant 
contended that these messages core Intro da cable because they aero Intrastate 
in character, urging further that the federal Oomnnications Act applied only 
to interstate and foreign oonranications* The Third Circuit Court of Appeals 
hearing the eas e felt that the second and fourth clauses of Section 605 of the 
Act relate to all persons 

■••••♦•and therefore constitute a rule of evidence in the purest 
sense* Congress rant be deemed to have e xerci sed it s power within 
constitutional limitations* It possesses power to provide that 
Federal officers may not divulge intercepted intrastate wire 
oonraxnications in a district court of the United States* Such a 
construction limits the broad language of Section 605 in a manner 
consistent with the constitutional power of Congress* We therefore 
say conclude that such was the intention of Congress** 


Further - 


■fie hold therefore that Congress in enacting the rule of evidence 
embodied in Section 605 intended to provide and did in fact 


provide that evidence of Intrastate coacsinications procured by 
Federal agents by tapping telephone wires Is inadmissible in a 
district court of the United States** 


Weiss v United States, 84 L.Ed., 298, was heard by the United 
States Supreme Court in the same year* It carried to the highest court much the 
yam*? problem as that raised in the case of Sablowsky v United States which has 


been noted above* 


XUJQJ. O VS Cl V WAOiiUWJ UQ 


Y.eiss v United States involved the use of the mails to defraud* 

n a # 1 


Dn/«AviH4 r\r* m 
a ua i IQ, it 


nf^Ane 

*4» rfc* icy a 


intercepted intrastate coacainications* 
of Section 655 


The court felt that the Interdiction 


■••••••is not limited to interstate and fbreigi comnunications* 

And, as Congress has power when necessary for the protection of 
interstate commerce, to regulate intrastate transactions, there 
is no constitutional requirement that the scope of the statute be 
limited bo as to exclude intrastate coununi cations.* 

Since one or both of the parties to each of the commnic&tions 
attested to the communication, the government contended that the disclosure of the 
intercepted conmini cation was "authorised by the sender* within the meaning of 
the clause of Section 605* To this the court said — 
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"The Act contemplates voluntary consent and not enforced agreement to 
publication* The participants ware ignorant of the interception of 
the messages and did not consent thereto*" 


The second case of Hardone v United States, >08 U*S* 338, 60 Supreme 

rOnirt, 266, 84 L*Ed., 307 was heard in 1939* There it was held that the 
federal Oonrainications Act 

rr= ***** pro scribes the use of evidence secured as a derivative 
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of the Illegally Intercepted message as well as the original 
message Itself, and that 'the trial Judge aust give opportunity, 
however closely confined, to the accused to prove that a 
substantial portion of the case against him was a fruit of the 
poisonous tree 1 *. 

25 Minnesota Lav fieri ew, 364 (1941) « 

Thie decision moans therefore that a defendant can inquire into the 
use to which the Government has put the information secured from tapped 
telephone lines, in an effort to prove that the case against bin was 
based on evidence procured as a result of wiretapping, it having been held 
that Section 605 not only prohibits the talk overheard but also evidence to 
which the goveronent had been led thereby* 

53 Harvard Law Review 866# 


In 1940 the case of United States ▼ Polakoff, ll2 F (2d) 888 was 
heard. This case involved a conspiracy to obstruct Justice* A tap in tbs 
v . usual sense was not used. The recording machine was fixed to an 

^ existing goctension of the familiar kind In an adjoining room. lafton, \ 

i.r’T one of the accused, cooperating with government agents, using a phone ~ , 

to which the extension and recording machine were attache^, called the 
other accused persons. The messages were recorded. The government 
made two contentions - 

4 (1) that Kafton was the •sender* and within the Act 

gave his consent, and further 

(2) that the messages were not •intercepted* within 
the meaning of the Act* 

f The court held - 

*.7e assuno that the situation would have been no different, had the 
agent merely listened at the extension and taken down what he 
heard by shorthand** 

con timing 



•♦.••••anyone intercepts a message to whose intervention as a 
listener the corxninicanta do not consent; the means he employs 
can have no Importance, it is the breach of privacy that counts*” 
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The court in this instance laid down this very significant nils 
that both parties to a phone conversation must content to the Interception 
=bf any part of the talk* 


The case of Goldstein v United States csob before the Supreme 
rCourt in 1942, 86 L.Ed., 1312. It presents an Interesting development in 
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the Federal lav regarding the admissibility of evidence obtained fcy 
virtue of a telephone tap * This ease involved a sail fraud* There acre 
several defendants* Telephone calls were intercepted* The contents of 
intercepted phone mes sagos vers divulged to two of the defendants, time 
inducing than to testify against other def aidants* Daring the trial tbs 
witnesses (defendants) did rot tes tify to the existence or contents of 
the intercepted messages^ And, of great importance also is the fact that 
p nr\e>~^f rlpj^^nis Tpp ^s’L-j nas a party to the comunications which had 

been tapped, and which had been used in obtaining the evidence In this csss* 
The petitioning defendants contended that though they were not parties to 
the communications they yet have a right to object to the use of the sans* 

The court held to the contrary, stating that the courts have 

•denied standing to one not the vie tin of an unconstitutional 
search and seizure to object to the Introduction in evidence of 

that which was seised* • • the same rule should apply to the 

introduction of evidence induced by the use or disclosure thereof 
to a witness other than the victim of the seizure** 

The petitioners further contended that the law prohibits the use 
of information contained in unlawfully intercepted messages; that the 
government agents violated the Act by using the messages to induce eon* 
f ession and testimony; that such is forbidden and therefore petitioners 
have standing to object to wm of the evidence thnm obtained* 

The court disagreed with this contention, holding that though 
the use made of the messages were held a violation of the Statute, this 
wpuld no t render the testimony so procurod inadmissible against a person not 
a party to the messages* This is the settled common law rule* in support 
oT this view the court cited Qlmstead v United States, 72 L*3l», 944* 

As was observed by the Supreme Court of California In People v 
Iell«sr (May 3, 1943) 137 P (2d) , 1 - 

•Therefore, although the prosecuting officers violated the 
statute In using the messages to testify, the testimony was 
admissible against one not a party to the intercepted ooamnlcation ** 

Such are the rules In the Federal Courts on the subject of wire- 
tapping at this time* 

B* Minnesota Balm 

(1) Microphone Surveillances 

u-. Toison A matter not directly connected with wiretapping but of considerable 

cUq art to law enforcement officers Is the Question of the admissibility of 

g; info rmation obtained by a microphone surveillance* The case of State v 
S: ffS ? — fefam eapolia Kilk Co. (1913) 124 Uinn 34 will prove helpful in showing the rule 
£: — adap ted in Minnesota* In that case the defendants were charged with having 

lamed a combination in restraint of trade* The following was stated by the 

tv* p-rlr.i 1 — “ — 
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Supreme Qourt - 

■The detectives were informed that the dealers mere to bold a 
meeting at a certain place on the afternoon of September 29* 

1912* Frier to the meeting the detectives gained entrance to 
the room in which it was to be held end installed therein a 
dictograph* properly connected by wires with a receiver placed 
in a closet adjoining the meeting zoom* The detectives concealed 
themselves in the closet and remained there daring the meeting 
and subsequently reported the information gained by them* One of 
the detectives was a stenographer and made shorthand notes of 
things heard over the dictograph* while the other detective 
listened at the door leading from the closet to the meeting zoom* 
Both were pro diced as witnesses on the trial below; the stenographer 
testified to the contents of the notes made by him in the manner 
stated* from which the Juxy was Justified In finding that the meet- 
ing was one called and held by the members thereof for the 
purpose of entering into an agreement to raise the price of milk 
and cream, and Incidentally to form a milk dealers* association; 
the testimony of the witness was corroborated by the other de- 
tective who overhoard what took place and what was said by the 
members of the gathering by listening at the door leading into 
the room* The stenographer* s original notes were received in 
evidence* and several erasures and interlineations appear to 
have been made therein* These the witness fully explained, 
and the verity of his explanation was for the Jury** 


The same rule Is applied in the Federal Oourts as is demonstrated 
by the case of Goldman v United States (1942) 86 L*Bd* 1322* It was held 
that such acts do cot constitute a violation of Section 605 of Title 47, U*S*C*A 

•since there was neither a communication nor an interception within 
the meaning of the Act* The protection intended and afforded 
by the statute is of the means of cosnunic&tlon and not of the 
secrecy of the conversation# lords spoken in a zoom in the 
presence of another into a telephone receiver do not constitute 
. a communication by wire within the meaning of the section** 

a 

(2) Wiretapping 

It does not appear that the Federal Gonnunication* let of 1934 
ha 8 affected the rules of evidence applicable in the Minnesota courts* In 
fact no case was found which showed that the Minnesota Supreme Court has yet 
passed upon the subject* The case of State v Raasch (1937) , 201, Minn 158, 
sustained the lower court in admitting evidence secured by wiretapping* 


The Raasch case involved malfeasance of a police officer* k 
telephone line was tapped by what the court called "paragraph operators** 
paragraph was so arranged that a signal was given the operator whenever 
:: A-tolephon e call was put through by the defendant* The operator of the 
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paragraph could then immediately eonEaence the recording of the co nr creation 
which took place over the telephone wires and to which the operator 
listened while the conversation was being recorded* Be could also listen 
without recording the conversation if it appeared to be '•holly immaterial 
to the purpose fbr which the wire was tapped* The paragraph records wore 
introduced. The recorded conversations were transcribed in typewritten form 
and wore used to follow the conversation as they were reproduced by the 
paragraph in court* The paragraph was equipped with a sufficient number of 
headsets so that the Jury, court, and counsel could listen to the record while 
the conversations were being reproduced. The typewritten transcripts were 
not introduced but were used as memoranda to refresh the memory of the 
witnesses Ao had heard the conversations that were recorded* 

Ho objections were raised on appeal on constitutional or 
status to ry grounds. The findings of the lower court were sustained. The 
Federal oonnini cations let was rat raised In defense, nor was It raised by 
the court on appeal* 

C. Rule in Other States 


In view of the paucity of cases on this subject in the Minnesota 
courts it t/as thought that a reference to decisions in other jurisdictions 
Eight prove of some value. The case of Rowan v State, 3 A (2d), 753* is 
ssich referred to, and was a decision of the Supreme Court of Maryland in 
1939* This case also affected the admissibility of information gained from 

tsnntvl onhnnAfi . fV» on i»tt #sf* <4bf*n*A a. ♦« fV > a 4 mml M 1 4 +-ir 

of information secured by virtue of a telephone tap was 


.based upon the assumption that the Federal Conmunicationa 
Act (U.S.C.A. Title 47, Section 605) affects the adra ssibility 
of evidence thus obtained In state courts.* 

The court answered ~ 


a. ’ ■•♦•it is not understood that the Federal Communications Act 

^as intended to or does limit the power of state courts to 
deternine in cases tried therein the admissibility of evidence so 
obtained. The case of 0 Instead ▼ United States quoting from 
the opinion of United States ▼ Reid, 12 How 361, 13 L.Ed., 1023, 
supports that view. 11 
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Another case of interest is that of Eitselberger t State, 174 
Maryland 152, decided In January 1933* In this case the wires of a telephone 
of a police officer were tapped by a Federal agent* The police officer was 
charged with malfeasance in office* The tapped connunic atio ns were introduced 

in evidence, and the question on appeal was whether evidence of that 

character was admissible. The court held — 


•As far as this court is concerned ..the question is one 

of first Impression. The corsoon law rule is that the 
admissibility of evidence is not affected by the illegality 
of the aeans by which it was obtained.* 
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The court thereupon held that the Federal COnoonlcationa Act 
did not apply sinc e It pertained to Interstate and foreign commerce only. 

Another case which nay prove helpful Is that of People v Uc Donald, 
177 App E&v Reports, Supreme Court, N.Y» 806 (2nd Dept), decided In 1917* 
This case involved unlawful gambling. Officers tapped the telephone sires 
of the defendants. It was contended that such evidence sas not admissible 
because it was procured illegally. The court held it s&s not necessary to 
decide whether such acts sere prohibited by Section 1423 of the lass of £ss 
York which. fbrbids "unlawfully and wilfully* tapping telephone sires, 

••••the doctrine of People v Adana, 176 K*Y, 351) is applic able 
to such a case as sell as to the use of papers and documents** 


In that ease evidence was held to be materiel without inquiry a# 
to whether it was eel zed. in violation of law. In instant case. People 
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••••no collateral inquiry as to whether they sere legally or 
illegally secured sill be permitted to interrupt and dis~ 
organise the trial,* 


He court specifically pointed out that the contrary rule of 
admissibility of evidence In the Federal Courts does not apply in Eew York* 


Said the court - 


•The Fourth Amendment to the Federal Constitution which prohibited 
illegal seizures, does not apply to the States* Its full function 
is to limit the powers of the general government.* 


Another case cited as authority is that of In He Matter Of 
Richard Davis, 2 52 App • Div. Reports, Supreme Court, lew York 591 (1st 
Dept) Rovarfoer 5, 1937 * This case involved the disbarment of an attorney 
who sas allegedly involved in the “Numbers Racket** His telephone sires 
were tapped by police and Federal agents In connection with efforts 
to appreheud the famed fugitive Dutch Dchilts. Here sas no original intent 
to involve the attorney in the "numbers Racket." The information gained 
through tapping the telephone sas used in the lower court, and the question 
of its admissibility arose os appeal, H® court said — 
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"It is the law of this state, however, that evidence obtained by 
means of tapped sires is admissible (People v He Donald, supra*) 
In People v Before (242 N.Y., 413) the Court of Appeals in an 
opinion by Judge Cardoso, held that the fact that evidence had 
been illegally obtained did not affect its admissibility, * 


One authority on the subject has pit it in the following language - 
"Since the limitations of the Fifth Amendment sere not Imposed 

AUa *Af«4 a* W# ^ a 1 v V awt . 51 1 T7 _ ^ 
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there has been little doubt as to the constitutionality of admitting 
evidence obtained by wiretapping in state courts. Although a 
majority of the states have statutes prohibiting wiretapping the 
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few cases In which evidence thereby obtained has been 
challenged hare held the evidence adal8slble*P 

53 Harvard lev Review at pages 868 end 8(0* 

The State of Califbmia has a line of decision* directly la 
point which clearly analyse the law and pointedly draw the distinguishing 
features of the Federal and the State rule on the subject of wiretapping 
as affected by either the case of leeks v United States or the Federal 
Co mrjni cations Act* 


The case of People v Kelley is the wo it outstanding and the one 
which has been followed* TMe case was decided in February, 1942, 122 F 
(2d) 655* From the facte it would appear that an apartment was niagaiiy 
used for negotiating bets on horse races* Police officers entered the 
apartment and. In answering the telephones collected evidence of the true 
character of the enterprise being conducted* This evidence was admitted 
by the lower court* On appeal the defendant contended that the admission 
of this kind of evidence violated the Federal Comunications Act of 1934* 

The court held that the Act does not have *the sanctity of a 
constitutional provision** The court continued — 


*2vm though the Act of Congress Is valid within the orbit 
of the activities of that department of the government, the 
operation of the statute can effect only those subjects over 
which the central government has jurisdiction* Section 605 
was Intended for the activities of officials and courts 
of the Federal government and for no others* In matters involving 
solely procedure, state courts are not affected by acts of 
Congress* Subject only to the limitations of the Federal 
constitution, the state aa y establish Its own procedure** 

•••♦the stats say regulate its own court procedure in accordance 
with the genius of its own laws and institutions so long as it 
does not offend some vital principle, the protection and operation 
of which has been made a part of the organic law of the union** 

The decisions of the united States Supreme Court in Weiss v 
United States, 308 U* S* 321, and Hardone v United States, 302 U*S* 379 
were rejected by the court as applicable to the states with the following - 


Hr. Tolaon 

Hr. C. A. TUBS” 
X Hr. Cl.«i_ " 


Hr. OlAvln 
Hr. uaa ~ 
Ur. NlcnoTT 
Hr. Roe»n ~ 

Hr. Tracy 

Ur. Carson 

Hr. Ecu) 


tor. GurnO 

Ur. harbe 

Hr. Hendon 

Hr. Penning to n“ 
Hr. ftuSrm Tam" 

Tala. Rooa ~ 

Hr. Net.se 

Hiss Beams 

Min Garay 


Merely because it was by those decisions held that under 
Section 605 intrastate messages may cot be divulged in a Federal 
Court they are not for that reason authority for controlling 
procedure in a State Court** 

"In the absence of a specific grant in the Federal Constitution, 
it cannot be said that it was the intention of the framers of that 
instrument to confer upon the Central Government the power to 
prescribe rules of evidence for the courts of the several states** 
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• ' •Neither does Section 605 of the Federal Conaunications Act 

constitute a restraint upon the State Courts.* 

These views ware followed by the California Supreme Court in 
People v Yertlieb (1943) 137 P (2d) 437 
People t Onoforlo (1944) 151 P (2d) 158 
People v Barnhart (1944) 153 P (2d) 214 

In the State of Kinnesota the following interesting observation 
has been made - 

• tould soon that the end for ^hich the courts have 

found it (Federal Conamications Act) designed ray fail of • 
acconpli ahzncnt in cases where the defendant* s act is criminal under 
atato as well as Federal law. Thus, if the Federal agents 
relay the evidence they had illegally garnered to state 
prosecuting authorities 9 that evidence irould probably be 
admissible in state courts on the ground that it Is in excess 
of constitutional authority for Congress to prescribe laws regulatix 
tho congpetence of evidence in state courts." 


25 Minnesota law Review 384. 
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Sheriff’s Office 

^HENNEPIN COUNTY 

Minneapolis, Minn. 


January 14, 1947 


Honorable J • Edgar Hoover, 
Director, 

Federal Bureau o-f Investigation, 
Department of Justice Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Hoover: 

- — i The bearer of this letter, Mr. Huber^I^^^^ 

f Hmn nVirey. of lii nne ap 0 1 i S , and 

are desirou^^^n^Kg /a7 c 
an — mtervi evr ;toi you^ "rney v/ill be in Washington 
sometime this week, and any courtesies that you 
can extend these gentlemen will be greatly appre- 
ciated • 

With kindest personal regards, I remain. 


Yours sincerely, 

t2&5:7< 
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February 14# 1947 
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Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey 
Mayor 

Minneapolis# Minnesota 

& -77y/r-y 

In keeping with your request during *y recent con- 
versation with you we have conducted some research concerning 
the admissibility of certain types of Information as evidence, 
-v lou specifically desired information concerning the problem 
which arises largely out of the obtaining of evidence by the 
tapping of telephone wires and improper searches and seizures* 


/. 


U 






Ir* a field so broad as this# with Federal and various 
State Judicial Systems each establishing their own rules on the 
subject, it is impossible to provide a precise rule which will 
satisfactorily supply you with the desired information. Consequently 
the research work has related to the Federal rule as well 
as that which obtains in the State of Minnesota. I believe you n f 

will find the law is fairly clearly established in your state on 6. I. R» -t 
the two questions posed above. 

hith a view to meeting your needs there is attached a 
memorandum relating to this study# reference being made particularly 
to tho recent and leading cases of the appellate courts. It 1* 
hoped that this analysis will be found helpful. % 
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date I hope 
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to know that I sincerely enjoyed rqy visits 
* Should you com 
rop by to see us. 

r - — ' r r 

Sincerely your#^ \ y 
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Should you come to Washington at any f^tuwT 
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Fovember 4, 1943 



CP 

Honorable Hubert F. Humphrey 
Mayor 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 
My dear May or g 



X wish to extend to you my heartiest 
congratulations on your election to the United 
States Senate • 


We of the FBI have enjoyed the contacts 
toe have had with you from time to time and X 
hope that after your arrival in Washington , if 
at any time we can be of service to you, you 
will not hesitate to call upon us • 



With best wishes and kind Teg&rds, 

Si* 

Sincerely yqy 


L 7 


( — <■ 


(?) J. ~ 33 QE ^ 

Ida i led ly line* 

O t* fi. 

~e = ® 


</> 



Mayor Humphrey has been in contact with the Bureau 
from time to time • I have had several conferences 
with him personally • He has always appeared to be 
most cordial • 
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Minnesota Office: 

320 Midland Bank Building 
Minneapolis I. Minnetote 


UBERT H. HUMPH 

Senator-Elect 

Minnesota 


r* 

r. wicbv 


^ Mr. Tracy — 

* Ur. Egan. — 

December 8, 1 ni^oomaa. 


Mr. Harbo 

Mr. Mohr 

Mr, *PenniaP ton 
Mr. XJttlnnTannJi. 

Mr. Nmm 

Min* Gcndw-.-i 


H 


/ 

sf 


Dear Hr. HooTer: 

I was pleased and honored to receive your letter 
of congratulations of November 4, 1948. 

I want you to know that you can look to me as 
a friend in the United States Senate. I have 
always been interested in the work of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and I am de- 
sirous of doing whatever I can to further your 

splendid program. f?/ 

p -WWSRRED RECOaiONQ fty 

Sincerely yours 


(Hubert H m Humphrey) 


Mr. J. Edgar Hoover 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington 25, D. C, 
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Mr. Tolaos 

Mr. Clam 

Mr. Glavir. 

Mr. l^dd 

kr. NlcDoIe 
Mr. Haws 
Mr. Tracy 


yr EBB 
Mr. IAOTM 
Mr. K*rbo_ 
Mr. Mohr 


Mr. FannlngtorT 
Mr. g - 1 nr Tmm_ 
Tala, fiooa I 


Mr. Nau* 
N#r QamJy. 


January 14, 1949 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 
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^Senator Hubert B»jm phrcy 
Senate Office Building 
Washington, Dm Cm , lt 



Dear 



Pursuant to your request tt 
is a pleasure to enclose data of possible 
interest to the oonetituent of senator 
Humphrey* 

Sincerely yours. 


Cn 


o 

m 

^ ~n 


Senator Humphrey caiiea ur. ^ interest 



wj? 19-1 
The Story 

Crime and Sunday Schooi 
Crime Begins at Bone 
The Crime Problem • 
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SEHLTCR HUBERT mr-'PHPUTr / i . . DV >7^ 

SECURITY H/TTFK - C I H- * D I 

Your file 77-2570 




ireau is in receipt of a letter fr 
^Minneapolis, I'innesota, dated Octobe 1 
fiptionod individual, copies of ich are attached# 

This letter ie not being acknowledged by the Bureau in view of the 
nature of allegations contained therein# 

You are instructed to interview the correspondent for all pertinent 
information in her possession unless n review of the indices of you r office re- 
flects infamntion rhich would' ode t .is interview inadvisable aai at this time 
orally acknowledge the receipt of her cocnunication* 

You are also instructed to interview ^ _ 
finncapolis, Minnesota, for all pertinent infotCuticn in her possession 
teeming the alleged Coirrunist activities of Senator Hubert Humphrey unless a 
review of the indices of your office reflects inf creation ihlch would eike this 
Interview inadvisable# 




0^ 


You arc instructed t< r ive this natter expeditious attention and sub- 
mit t ;H’ rrrulis o r your int« rviev. to the Bureau within the near future* 



identifiable Information concerning the cor- 


h\ 


' “ Bureau files reflej 
respondent or 

Bureau files reflect that by letter dated October 19, 19l*9# froc the 
Department of Labor, the Bureau was requested to cor.au ct an investigation of 
Senator Hubert Humphrey under the provisions of Public Law 8i*3# 80th Congress, 
inasmuch as Senator .Humphrey was being considered as a delegate for the Inter- 
national Labor Organization convention to be held at Geneva, Switzerland, be- 
ginning November 22, I9ii9* 

* * - 

During the course of this investigation considerable derogatory dis- 

loyal inf or* • tiara concerning the Senator was ascertained# In the aain, it showed 

Senator Humphrey /s close connection with known Cormunists and Corrunist infil- 
trated organ iz iiA one in eornoction with his election alr'tfayar of Minneapolis in 
!%$• It appears frofjrthi\ t information developed that" this association on the part 
jq£ Humphrey wajr for polit^nl^j^^oses and that he, hlmseliy us^dsihe Comunists 
-for his own * * 


TdI#cb_ 

L#M_ 

(Qjrrla 

mw u 

turn* !, . 

Trmt r ' "Vb UjI.. 

— Enclasp© \ 5KiLfc '’ 17 /If' 

Z-ZZZ 4 \ OCT 2 j 1950 " 
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interviews • 
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Sr *»«f! . 

WASHINGTON. D. C.— New 
finger-pointing by congress »' 
supposed Communists In and 
out of the government was 
sharply attacked Saturday by 
Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey 
<D., Minn.). 

Humphrey declared that "Jr 
responsible charges" on tht 




l T * 


'jr < 


. 1 ^^afcuspldon at It” 

floor of congress “are dolngjf - 

more to undermine American 
faith in representative govern- 
ment than the Communist party 
will ever be able to do." 

THE SENATOR took the 
floor laat week to defend the 
leadership of the Minnesota 
Farmer* Union 
from charges 
that it Was , 

••comm uniat- 
dominated.” He 
used the oc- 
casion to lec- 
ture his fellow 
senators about 
their "irreapon- 
slble talk” 
about Com- 
munlsta. 

•Who is un- *“mphrty 
demining the government ^ 

O the United States?” the Mtnne 
iota senator aaked. la is not 
subversive for members of «m 
mss continuously to brand 
honorable American citizens as 
Communists?” 

“Is it not undermining the 
confidence of the American 
people in their government to 
have men elected to offlce.or 
men in responsible positions, 
continuously brand someone in 
the government as a Com- 
munist?” 

‘The American people donot 
like the Communiat party- They 
hate it. as they Justly ahould- 
They do not like frauds and 
they do not like deceitful peo- 
ple. But I submit that there 
1* hysteria in thl« 
which ha* been ^ 

irresponsible, unfounded charges 
which have spread throughout 

th ‘Today, when I go. back to my 
state, or when any senator f °e* 
back home, people ask again 
and again. *Is not Acheaon a 
Communist?’ I ™PP°*f 
ihey will be asking. I* not Chap- 
man (secretary of interior!. » 
r communiat?’ Soon they will be 
1, asking whether someone else >* 

1 not a Communist 
l THIS is THE WAV to' breed 
disrespect for law. ThlsUt he 
way to break down the iwtitu- 

I tiona of law and order. All one 
has to do is continuously harass 
and continuously shout irre- 
sponsible charges agslnst men 
in government. U 1 1 1 m s t e 1 y 
democratic government w 1 1 1 
srow weak from the disunity of 
our people and the distrust of 
our officials. 

I “Congress has done a^efy 
i lfllt to undarmlrw the can- 

* ndence of **• people in repre- 
sentative government It is a 
tragedy, it is a shame, and it is 
about time that congress start 
cd acting as a responsible body. 

“W 1* ‘bout time that the sen 
ate floor became a forum for 
responsible action and for states- 
manlike statements given la the 
spirit of democracy and under- 
standing. rather than having 


the senate become a forum for | 
every kind of foolish, ridiculous, 
unfounded charge that can bej 
made." 

Humphrey continued : 

“We ahould be asking the 
American people to believe to L^v 
their government, not to disbe- p - 
lieve in it; to rally Ground the L „ 
government, rather than eo*-»»5 


stantly pointing the finger . . />; ’ 

Suspicion at it" • JT& ;*<; i Vv, ' 
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'STANDARD FORM NO. 14 f 


( • v i r\ 

Office Memo, andum • \j NITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

- n 


TO ’Ur. A. H. Belmont O’ 

from : Ur. F. J, Baumgardnex' ^ 

^’0 

SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT HORATIO HUMPHREY, JR. 
SECURITY MATTER - C 


DATE: October 17, 195CL.JK 


\ 1950.so.jk: 


PURPOSE 




To advise you of contemplated Interviews 




The Bureau la in receipt of a letter from 


Minnea 




Enclosed letter was an undated newspaper 
clipping from the Minneapolis Tribune, date lined at Washington, D. C. 
headlined "Baseless Cries of ’Red’ Hurt U.S. - Humphrey." 

Bureau _files reflect no identifiable information concerning 


- \ i • Bureau files reflect that by letter dated October 19, 1949, from 

: •; J^the Department of Labor, the Bureau was requested to conduct an lnvestl* 
y} ft gat ion of Senator Hubert Humphrey under the provisions of Public Law 843, 
j_ •? 80th Congress, inasmuch as Senator Humphrey was being considered as a 

delegate for the International Labor Organization convention to be held 
O' ®t Geneva, Switzerland, beginning November 22, 1949. 


^ During the course of this invest^att on considerable derogatory, 

^ disloyal information concerning the Senator was ascertained. In the m^l n 
■si it showed Senator Humphrey’s close connection with known Connunista and 
^ Communist infiltrated organizations i^- connection with his election as 
-I Mayor of Minneapolis in 1945# It fl$tapLrs from the information developed 
p* j that this association on the part of 'Ihaihrey was for political purposes 


p * truB association on tne par* ox 

Lt j and that he himself used the Communists 

- c3 •®P° u ®i n g their doctrines. 

Dfc 2919S4^.„._., W*®® , ; 
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EECOUL'SftDATION 

(1) It is recommended that the letter from 
not be acknowledged , but that the correspondent , 
be interviewed by the Minneapolis Office for all pwrtinenv ae 
concerning the information furnished in her letter , unless the 
indices of the Minneapolis Office reveal information which would 
make this interview inadvisable * 

(2) It is further recommended that 

intervi ewed for all pertinent information in her possession 
concerning the alleged Communist activities of Senator Hubert 
Humphrey and the information obtained be furnished the Bureau 
under appropriate caption , unless theindtee^^rfthe Minneapolis 
Office reveal information cone ern in g which would 

make this int erview inadvisable • 







BACKGROUND 



'd reply ha. 



now been received from the 
pon inter vi ew t was unabl e 
’ati on concerning this matter . 


The attach < 

Minneapolis Office 

addit 1 ^ 

e / i fi ed th e^abo vei nformatio n t ~I>ut was unable t o 
names of any additional witnesses., and knew of no 
additional activity on the part of Senator Humphrey to / 
indicate that he is a Communist or was one at that tii/ek» 


V ]L 



Interviewing agents were oJ'^jthe imp r es s i_o_ n t h at ~ 
as somewhat frustrated' and advi~sed' that h er c onversation 
not coherent • 


RECOMMENDATIO N 

It is recommended that no further action ^be taken in 
this matter • . . (o2 - ~ 'X'S- 
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Office Memot 

TO : Director, FBI 

£lO)t a, SAC, Minneapolis 

p £> 


'fJl • UNITED STAico vrOVERNMENT 

^ DATE: December 12, 1950 

A* r wrifew. fiy 


SENATOR HUBERT HUMPHREY 


teCLA?J>TF T ] 

OH Z— 


INFORMATION CONCERNING _ ^ OH ^ 4 -T+- rd A 

m Bureau File TMA669 , % /£, £, J g " ~ 

) it* 

Reference is made to the^lette r from the Bureau dated October 18 
1950 requesti 


- ■ .? 

" ~ V--'. 


egation made by to the effect that Senator 

HUMPHREY was a Communist and wanted otherst^jaHT the Communist Party to 
wor^^oeether* A further allegation concerning Senator HUMPHREY on the part 
of fl^HHHvwas made to the effect that the Senator purportedly said that 
th^OTH^^^arty is "going places"* 




interviewed tw 


h time 8 



hat she has known 

tated that she cons 
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hat it was her beli 

ef 
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ederal Bureau of In 
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s unable to furnish any information not 
previously reported in her letter to the Bureau. 
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Datet Jcne 20, 

Toi Yt. U. E. BaueJuaan 

United States Secret Service 
Treasury Department 

Washington, D * C » 

„ tm rv>rtor Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Fran, John Edgar Hoover - Director, »o 

HI SZV.XTOR HU3r-E.- Sy ^ 

T'TOIC'tTION CGKCEIiV, *50 r ^ /j ? . t, 

° F e -Heorlrinal of a document 

Ihrre S?*iCloa«a -^received, addressed to Senator 
and the envelope In eh;Ch 4 tr, t.bi s Bureau by the 

Hubert h. dijgr&igaaegs&JiMiiiMaM it 


^7*1 


ib note<* , nr ^ r , 

Wisconsin, or. Us? 25, 1950. 

_ .*•»•£«.*: 

of the United States. 

J !- / imoexed - 4i , «j a - 77^f- 7/ 

&c M -43 ^ 
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retained in Bureau file. 
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TO 


Cf^T.ONAL FOri* NO. 1C 
MAY ICC: L D IT JON 

£SA»FeMf<<4l CF.i) 101-11.* 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

DIRECTOR, FEI 


o 


date: 10/3/68 


FROM 


subject: 

£ 


(/<*- 




C, KNOXVILLE (157-1524) (C) 

L 

SCHEDULED APPEARANCE OF 
PRES IDEITT CAI'TDIDATE 
HUBERT H. 

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 
OCTOBER 1, 1968. 

RACIAL MATTERS ’ 


Re Knoxville airtel to Bureau dated 9/30/68. 

Enclosed to the Bureau are 11 copies of letterhead 
memorandum captioned and dated as above. 

Interested intelligence agencies. Secret Service, 
Nashville, and U- S. Attorney, Chattanooga, advised locally. 

Information in letterhead memorandum obtained 

/ 
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l • r , - / f 
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(1 - 100-3528, SSOC) 

: lhm 

AGENCY: ACS1 ONI, 0SI, STATE 
SEC. SER.;KA0 • ' 

‘ DATE FC 


not recorded: 
&5 oct vi m 


'0RWARD: / 


/V 6 


- wMr 






fyjfDW FORWARD: /'A 

^ . 

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Bay roll Savings Blan 
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In R t'p'y. Please Refer to 
File Au. 
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L'NJTKl) STATICS I)K 1*A KT M L \ T OK JLST1CE 
FED I-; R A L H L’ It K A L (> K IN VEST1G AT I O N 

W.iSUINGTON, D.C. 2U535 


Director 

Uniieil States Secret Service 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D. C. 20220 


October 3, 1968 


Dear Sir: 


The information furnished herewith concerns an individual who is believed to be 
covered by the agreement between the FBI and Secret Service concerning Presidential pro- 
tection, and to fall within the category or categories checked. 

1. ~ Has attempted or threatened bodily harm to any government official or employee, 

including foreign government officials residing in or planning an imminent visit to the 
U. S., because of his official status. 

2. ;ZZ Has attempted or threatened to redress a grievance against any public official by other 

than legal means. 

3. ~ Because of background is potentially dangerous; or has been identified as member or 

participant in communist movement; or has been under active investigation as member 
of other group or organization inimical to U. S. 

-4. ZZ D. S. citizens or residents who defect from the U. S. to countries in the Soviet or 
Chinese Communist blocs and return. 

5. Subversives, ultrarightists, racists and fascists who meet one or more of the following 
criteria: 

(a) Evidence of emotional instability (including unstable residence and 
employment record) or irrational or suicidal behavior: 

(b) EZ Expressions of strong or violent anti-U. S. sentiment, 

(c) Prior acts (including arrests or convictions) or conduct or statements 
indicating a propensity for violence and antipathy toward good order 
and government. 

6. ZZ Individuals involved in illegal bombing or illegal bomb-making. 

Photograph HZ has been furnished £Z! enclosed ZZi is not available 

| may be available through 



Very truly yours, 



1 - Special Agent in Charge (Enclosure(s) (2) (RM) 

U. S. Secret Service , Nashville, Tennessee 


Enclosure(s) (Upon removal of clas sif icd enclosures, if any, this transmittal form 

becomes VSCLASS1FIEDJ 






in fityly, PiWie Refer to 
File No. 
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3, 1968 
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Sr : XDULZD /•rTEAEANCE OF 
vKlAIuikTIAL CANDIDATE 
KlDiAT Ho Eu!'^ KRS jf , 
VACOjCv IDLE p TFKASSSEE 
OCTOBER 1, 1968 

raciai matters 


Reference is made to communication dated 
September 30 , 1968 D 



D l vers tty or vscir.essee ) , Xto>:v;L lie, 
T6:-. r i£S5cs, aaviisec a Special Agent cf the FBI on Gctch&r 2 , 
1966, that Presidential Candidate Hubert K, Humphrey delivered 
an address at the stoke ly Athletic Center on the U-=T Campus 

from 6 g 30 ?Oi. to I0s30 P*Ko, October 1, 1968 * 

/ 

Ho stated no demon str at lets or disturbances cf 
ar y nature occurred during this address * Ea said this 
affair v/»* open to the public ana approximately 11,003 
people attended, including U-T students • 

he stated that approximately 10 to 12 individuals 
stood outside the entrance of the Center carrying signs, one 
of which indicated “Step The w&ro" He said several individuals 
were black arm bands inside the Center, however, they did 

C aJtSd any di S tiiJC UaJiCC i- 

further stated that some signs adver- 
tising George Wallace for President were placed on. the rear 
wall of the Center, however, thc^c signs were immediately 
removed by security guards and disposed of, Ee stated no 
signs were allowed to be carried inside the Center and 
instructions were given that no heckling or disturbances by 
anyone wou3d be allowed * He indicated a few pickets standing 
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SCHEDULED affearaivce of 

P R£S IDElCr IAL CAIOID ATE 
KJBERT* Ho 

ITIOXVILLE, TE^aSdSEE 
OCTOBER 1, 1966 


outside laid their signs down on the ground before they 
entered the Center „ 


In the October I* 1968 issue of the "u-T Daily 
Beacon," student newspaper of U~T, there appeared an article 
captioned, "SSOC Fledges No Heckling * " This article in 
part indicated that a newly organized campus group, the 
Knoxville Chapter of the southern student Organizing 
Committee, announced plans sept arise r 30, 196 6, to stage a 
silent demonstration against tte Vietnam War during Vice 
president Humphrey °s visit o The article indicated this 
group held its first meeting last Tuesday ana indicated 
they felt the best fern of opposition to political statements 
of Mr . Humphrey would not be booing, hissing, cr heckling, 
but total silence. This group indicated that Mr. Humphrey 
had the right to be heard also. 

Attached is a characterization of the Southern 
Student Organizing Corut it tee (SSCC) * 

further stated that on the morning 

of October 2, 1966, iir. Humphrey reappeared on the IV 1 
Carpus and visited the Estes Kef&uver Memorial Library and 
then departed for Jacksonville, Florida, by plane around 
10 $ 30 to 11 §00 A.M. Ee stated during this second visit 
approximately 100 students gathered around Mr. Humphrey and 
shook his hand, however, there were no disturbances during 
his visit. 
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APPENDIX 






SO“JTKSS>: STUDENT ORGANIZING ODHIIICCSS ( SSOC) 



advised that 

the SouthJnPiludv^iL Organizing Committee (SSOC) was fcrcsd 
cn the weekend of April 3-5, 1064, to stimulate activity at 
Southern student groups in areas of civil rights, peace, 
a cade ale freedom, civil liberties, capital punishment , and 
unemployment , Originally, it was to be a whit© counterpart 
of the Studont Nonviolent Coordinating Committee ( SNCC) . It 
has agreed to work with similar interested groups such as 
SKCC end Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) and Southern 
Conference Educational Fund, Inc. ( SC2F ) , SSOC is a fraternal 
affiliate of the SDS. 

Beginning in the Fall of 1S66, SSOC became a 
membership organization and embarked on a campaign to form 
local chapters on various college campuses throughout the 
South. SSOC publishes, October through May each year* a 
publication, "New South Student , " which according to the 
above source has increasingly espoused and defended the pro- 
Communist and anti-United State 3 “ posit ion on domestic and 
foreign policy. 

continues to be headquartered at 1702 Portland Avenue, Nashvill 
Cenne-ssee, ar.d continues to defend and espouse the pro- 
Comnur. 1st and anti-Us it ed States position with particular 
emphasis on attaching United States policy in Vietnam^^’ 

« ’ basis on attaching the Selective Service System. 

noted that SSOC Chairman Thomas N. Gardner in the Summer 
L9S7 traveled to Prague, Czechoslovakia, where he mat with 
representatives of the national Liberation Front (ELF) and 
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV), and that SSOC stafs 
members Eruce Smith and Alar. Levin traveled to Cuba in 
the Summer of 1967 and February, 136S, respectively. 


Ey letter dated April 26, 1S6S, on SSOC let ter he 2 
milled to the general SSOC membership over the signature of 
tiike Welch, Executive Secretary of SSOC, it was announced t 
as a step toward close relations with the Students for a 
Democratic Society ( SOS) and better communications vijh ^ — w 
movement nationally, SSOC and EDS have worked out an e::ckan 
of the "Kcyj South Student” and the "New Left Notes,” anc tlz 
SDS and SSOC were exchanging contact lists of their respect 
members hi os for this exchange, 
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Tiio May, 196S, Issue of "Itew South Student** indicate 
that the SSOC mailing address is P, 0. Bo:-: 6403, 4\ashvil-.e, 
Tennessee, 27212, Telephone Number £15-221-3537, ana the 
describes the organization as "An association of young concern 
Southerners dedicated to social change," as tahon iron tae 
preamble of the SSOC constitution. 
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This document contains neither recommence! -ons nor conclusions ot 
the F. B. I. It is the property of the F. B. I. and is loaned to your 
agency; it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency 
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SENATOR HUBERT 
• PURE^, Jr. (D.. Minn.l— eumu. 
to Senate with reputation of 
energetic, hard-fighting liberal ' 
... It was hej 
$ who pushed 
through 
strong civil 
rights plan at 
D e in oc r alic 
conv' ntion 
which caused 
Dixiecrats t o 



bolt 


Has; 


said he favors 
return to price controls to halt 
inflation . . . Only 37, he ended 
Senate tenure of Republican Jo-’ 
«cph H. Ball . . . Called Ball 
*i.he leader of a new type of iso- 
lationism” . . . Elected Mayor of 
Minneapolis In 1945 by city’s 
greatest plurality . . . Got even 
bigger vote when reelected in 
1947 . . . Graduate pharmacist 
Has taught political science 
Native of Wallace, S. D. 
jme is Minneapolis . . . Favi 
ime rule for District 
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OFFICE OF DIRECTOR 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 



Date Feb . 20 , 


1957 Time 5 »P 5 Pi/ 


The secretary to Senator Hube rt 




'Humphrey (D-Minn.) tele 



Phone No. 


Miss Holmes. 
Miss Gandy_ 


REMARKS 


The secretary stated that Senator Humphrey and 
Congressman. Eugene^Hc Car thy (D-lfinn.) were 
desirous of having an appointment with the 
Director or one of his assistants tomorrow 
morning at 9:30 o f clock 9 She did not indicate 
what they desired to discuss • After checking 
an appointment was arrange^fw^ih^Senator and 
the Congressman to se e 

h 7c_ 

The secretary was most appreciative and stated 
that the fiflaatpr and Congressman would come to 
jOffice at 9:30AM tomorrow . 
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STANDARD rami 


Office M 


b//*i 


to MR. TOLSON 

FROM : L. B. NICHOLS 


SUBJECT: 


ttn • UNITED 


/VERNMENT 


DATE: April 195V 




t* Ladd received a callfrom 
to Senator Humphrey • 


to senator Humphrey « ^^^^^Vstated tAe Senator H 1 * Hoa “- 
lie very much to have^t cVP^^fe remarks the Director „U~T' 

" in . i 1* roducin 9 Senator Hum phrey at the Graduation Sxercieee 3EE5 
on March 30. 

Mr. Ipdd told ^J^fhe would see if a copy were available .1; / 

.■% * 

There <3 attached a copy which I have revised somewhat 
from the original text * It is suggested that Mr* Ladd call 
and make thi9 available to him • 


Mr. Ipadd told 


CCi Mr * Ladd „ 


UJ}»5 


Attachmen t 


* 


oft , 




KV 


ALL INFOP^ATiO; 1 ! 00 - 'TAINS# 
HERE:- : :j UMCLASSiriED 

DAT BY 7 ^ ^ irt c t eJLs M 


rfcordfd - H 

Tapr" 7 1951 


MR. BOOVERt 


We have with us this morning, a number of 
distinguished guests J would like very briefly to intro - 
duce to the audienoe . The first guest I am going to 
present was born in the State of South Dakota , later 
moved to Minnesota , and became Mayor of Minneapolis . 

He took over that responsibility at a time when the city 
of Minneapolis had a rather unsavory reputation • He 
campaigned upon a program to keep it free and clean and 
carried out that program • While Mayor of that city, he 
appointed to the second highest position in the police 
department of Minneapolis, Thomas R . Jones, who this 
morning is graduating tn the graduating class and is today 
the Superintendent of Police of Minneapolis. It is my 
pleasure to introduce the Honorable Hubert B . Humphrey , 
United States Senator from Minnesota. 
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March 30, 1951 




Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey 

United States Senate ^ 

Washington, D. C. 

My dear Senator: 

It vas a real pleasure to have 
you with us at the graduation exercises of 
the FBI National Academy this morning. I 
know that Superintendent of Police Thomas 
R. Jones of the Minneapolis Police Depart- 
ment was particularly honored by your 
presence. I enjoyed the opportunity of 
talking to you before the exercises began- 

With expressions of my highest 
esteem and best regards, gj 

so 

Sincerely yoggs 
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March 31 , 1931 


Honorable Hubert H • Humphrey 
Viited States Senate 
Washington, 2. C . 

deer Senator** 


jt * 


X aa indeed pleased to enclose copies 
of the photo graphs u>. ich were taken following 
the graduation exercises yesterday morning • 

I thought perhaps you might like to see them. 

With expressions of my highest 
esteem, and best regards. 


Sncl^^re 

)sulg [' 

/ 
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Sincerely yours , ,^’y'V 

aiac-ss; T ic Stained 

Hsr-:::. ;.,;alas$:;';Ed 

DATEfc± rJUt BY 

i\ - 

APR 6 1551 



/ 


JOHN irAKtdylAN, AU., OUIftMA» 
ERNEST W, MCFAHIANP, AR1Z. CHARLES W. TO* 
HERBERT R. O'CONOR, MO. LEVERCTT SAL? 

RU8IEU- B. LONG, LA. EDWARD j. thyi 

ouy m. Gillette, tow* Robert c. hend 

HUBERT H, HUMPHREY, MINN. ANDREW F. *C*rt 
LXETER C. HUNT, WTO. 

WILLIAM BENTON, CONN. 

LAU NANCE 0. HENDERSON, STAFF DIRECTOR 
CHARLES E. SHAVER, GENERAL COUNSEL 


QlCmicb &lalc& 4£>ma( 

Select Committee on Small Business 

(CJtSATKD PUMUAMT TO M. MS. H, 1IST BMMUt) 

April 17, 1951 


Honorable J. Edgar Hoover, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington 25, D.C. 



h 7C ^ 


My dear Friend; 

It was very kind and thoughtful of you to 
send me the pictures which were taken at the graduation 
exercises of the FBI National Academy on March 30 . I 
greatly appreciated the opportunity of being present 
at the exercises particularly since my good friend, \ 
Superintendent of Police Thomas Jones was one of thii \ / 
graduates. 


My best wishes and warm personal 
Sincerely yours, 




regay- 
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STANOARO FORM NO. M 


( 


Office Memorandum • united 


TO - : THE DIRECTOR 

prom Z>. M. Ladd 
SUBJECT: 



diATES GOVERNMENT 


DATE: April 24 , 1951 

Toleen r 


S' 


Toleo n 
Olwln 




took a call from 

received stated thatthephaUe 

UacJrtlh—si t *Ae 
indiEated'iW Jif V 2££_°< »hioh Ae rg gd .. t e-M. and which 

was far superior to 

wus^j ar superio r to the Americ an G overnment . 

recei „. d i|l|®MW' sto ** d thct J ° "umAer 0 / tAe letters 
os t nature and that some contained tAreots , 

fee fngcrcottf ?n *" 01g if the Burtau «»«»M <> 

tr^erfeSTgg m receiving these • — — — . * 



Tele." Row 


rs*- 



?o 



UPEV dad 


ALL ? r - irr -~’ --Tifv 5 rr ‘"'i AIMED c 
htc;: :::cLASs;r;; ; } 

D/OB d-*tr— BY 


> / 


V 

/ r 




HUUautU ■ lis F f ^ ^ 

M I !A?R 23 lor. 

tV»* 2 - 


/ i.r 


V 


as 


r 

\ - -\ 


•:* 1 


■ t I ; / r > 

• UNITED ^ GOVERNMENT 


> m rn/iu 

Af/t * J UIjO VM 


frtnir I 

to Ui¥ / S.sfi 

IS* M I ! ’ 

a rrn i > 


DKT&J-0/9/51 

■ ' '-’ITAIWC 

. . ; r ' . :“i! J t L 


/ = ^ ' i [ ' , •• • ■ • M : 

/ f^to&l t j m p, MOHR _ •*■ ’■*-*- • * “ fw - '• 

subUcT: SENATOR HUBERT !I. HUMPHREY'' OF MINNESOTA Ll r *"^ 


HTC 

h\ ul 







'explained the reason the 
jjoung lady applying for.. a 


££^j!pj^ /ou -t.DClaii-.and in your absence"! xalTe^z^^f^i 
that the Senator w as intere sted Ui 

I Qettin^l^Tfi^ ^lflYYWe of th e Bur eau[ g files, so n c’eming. ATpJpU? ? fO«3C^ 

1 P r g s ehtly in h is ^offise^ qnd(p QSsiSjy sf. any appl iQAnts 
pi oumentin hi s office . 

question came up was thnjESBBfM&£fGT^Ph n 9 lady Applying for.. a ~^ YV 
p osi tion in^the^&gnator’s Office , that they . don r t Jtno.w anything "Tv ^r\\ 

about her and they considered the possibility of requesting a checfyl \j 
of f he l^liTeljlP's Indices on this individual!’ Thile discussing this ) 
matter the Senator suggested it might be a goo^ide^t^have a check 
made of all of the employe es in ..his 'off ice • tated 

the Senator is aware that the Bureau has made checks of this type si 
for various Committees on the Hill • b 1 " 

1 1^ asked how many employees would be involved and 

h e said ten . ^.g ily what \dqs desired would be g check of 

the Bureau 's indices but if possible also a check of the identifica- 
t ion Division f iles . He said they were primarily interested in 
derogatory security in formation and secondarily in any other deroga- 
tory information which might be reflected on employees in the Senator*s 
Office such as would be obtained from a check of the criminal indices 
in this buildi ng a nd the Identi fi cation Division criminal record 


_I t ol J would check and let him know some 
tlMP^tpmqrrow..our deaisixxn. in ..the matter « I did point out to him the 
vast volume of work we were presently handling and that there was a l 
limitation on just what we could do and I was not certain we could be -'Ks 
of assistance in this matter • 

There are numer ous references in the files on Senator Humphrey 
and he was investigated Jby^the Bureau in the latter part of 1949 under 
the International Labor Organisation Act since the Senator was a 
dAlsyate.. to^the.. .convent ion .to be. held. .in Geneva^ Switzerland beginning 
N ovem ber _.2 Si 1949 . During the course of this investigation considerable 
(tffoyaiiqry^disloyal-.informition AOncerrLing the Senator^ was ascertained, 
in the main it s howed his cl ose connection with known Communists ' and 
C ommu nis t inf.il trated organ ijsgti QB.s in co nne ct ion, .bith his . ele ctioh-jxs 
Mayor of Minneapolis in 2945 • It appeared from the information de- 
v eloped that ~ihi3 a s s~5’d't at T oTT 'o n the part of Humphrey was for political 
purposes and that he used the Communists for his own personal gain 
rather than espousing their doctrines • (This information wcp-Abti ’ 
from Bur ea^ file 100-373544 in a mem^oTyindum frj}m*ll&Q^&umgp&<mer 
Ur. B.slnonPkatfd / , Ir&jr* \ 3 ^ 1 , 

m i/. W< 1 w ^ ii 


TT> 1 r . nwr 

xtrMUJW 


WADED - 118 
JDt-Inc 


OCT 13 1951 
18 


5 ?* 


RECOMMENDATION 


J^^ec.omzejid^that J- call back and gdvi $e_bim that 

it jU3l_yiJJ t .notjbe j> 03 § IjkJe ^f.Q.r^jn g_&u rsau^iQ .lake.. on .t h i?~ad d it tonal 
name c heck work i n view . o/. qu.Z £l erne ndoug ^jrpmmitme nt 3 along this 
line 9 ’ 


( er-| *o 





.±C~* i I* — - 


itvomo rcfeM no. t4 


..:' Vfc- • •_ 

V \ 


■ -.S' - . • 

"•■'•.v-y. 
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> 


s 


I 


■ O:.- 


Office l&emorundum 


r ) 

UNITED STATM- GOVERNMENT 


TO 


AO?. TOLSON 


subject: SENATOR HUBERT B. HUMPHREY OF MINNESOTA 


DATE: 


12/13/51 


FROM 


vT. P. 





ii— i |||_ ^;o iSfen ator 

H umphre y , enaeavored to cgii i/ou this BorninQgntnn/iiJg you were 
tied up on other matters I took the call . stated that 

mhi 2e hg and the S enator mere in Europe, s office had 

b een re quested to cohtacT~the~£urenu In an effart to7ha\ 

r eco r d check on the employees on the Senator f s_ staff . 

O 7^7 „ A 4-y, ~ r- I ^ j 1 1 „ TV 

‘"►u k »"*c uc/mkui o ujjhve wa s aauisea T/iaT xn.fi nur*>n u WO UTS 

be u nabl^ t^comply with this request because of the work load confront - 

iag ^ otc d that the Senator ^is very desirous .of ^having 

t hese r ettYd c he c^ks^ade and is asking again whether we can do" this for 

him . 


out 



_ ^ note r „ 

ployment to his staff. At that time 
S e nator was aware that the Bureau ha 
various committees on the hill . 

ten employee a would be involve 


«nr\ 7 V n M m m 
up y -t frwurt I* & 



jur cm- 

stated that the b 
d of this type for 
old me at the time that 



re cq me, meg at 

nd, advise nisi that . it Just toouJd 

aot_be.jp_g.SP ibje for tfTe^flTFeau to take on this additional name check 
work in view of our tremendous commitments along this line * Y*u care+d 
with thisi^^j^^^^^^n and the Director stated , "I very defirii^t 
agree. n advised accordingly • 


I recommend that 

us to take on any additional name 
commitments at this time . If you 


r be advised that it 
check work in view 
agree I will advise 


is impossible for 
our tremendous 


) ©-N^yjuu 
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•tamoamd ram ho. M 


Office Me-, 


* duwi • UNITED 


t : " '-wr 


W IVIM aurrl • UNITED tOVERNMENT 

, !'■: • 

T0 . - ^ NR. T OLSON. / 1 1 - 1 . w ‘ l2fl9/$l 

«« , her::.. - ' 

SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT H. HUNGER ETOF MINNESOTA V / '/ // ^ 


Refe rence is made to my memorandum dated Jecem&er i3,. i95 2, 
wfrich is. otta c/iedj ifl.jgfti cft I adt/ised tftat 

Senator Humphrey ", e naea vorea to c oma 
yo^^nc^^enCT^^flumf^Tre y was very des irous of having the Bureau 
mcdte^record checks of the employees in the Senator's Office . Hj| 
HHBhad pointed out that he mas reiterating a previous reqi 
maa^vjj .the. Senator's Office which occurred in October 1951 while 


the Senator _ond^j^^^^^^^M iDere in Europe. In my memordnduULt—l^yo.i 
oyt on Octobe 

* ® BIIBI "(BBMMMMBMBM^^^^^nP^^^nMWner^neDureau toolu^ma 

staff and any applicants 

§_§ t gff . J ,r££C Mmf. hde d _pnd it was approved that §^KKKBKM 
ijsesi _the^ Bureau wouJd be _ unable to . mg fcjg^gu cfr ‘rec^^cnecfr^i 
tremendous commitments along connection wit^ 

'n Mnnm/rpn/i/»d 


minted 























formation which appears in the Bureau's files up to March, 1950. In 

i£ Men.. inith. respect to ihit 

mazzer at this time « ~ "■ — - — 


Sh jrrOXK'ATTOJT - CO?l %J 


The Attorney General 
Director , TBl 


December SI, 1961 
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. SECURITY IHJ ORB AT I OH 




A current review ef Bureau /ties reflects the following 
information , received eince the preparation of the 1 arch 20 9 1950 9 
memorandums 



Bureau investigation has revealed that the Ubetarian 
Press ie the publishing house for Currant Bouse,' irfi ich te 
also known ae the World Cittzene Committee of Glyn Gardner 9 
Pew Jersey • 


Bureau investigation has further revealed that a 
leaflet entitled " Alternative ,** published by the Committee 
for ■; on-Violent Revolution, Post Off tea Bos 627 , Church Street 
Station, Pew York City, printed by the Ltbetartan Press, Glen 
Gardner, New Jersey , was for a period of tine anned from the 
United States nails • This ban was put in effect for "impairing 
the morale of the armed forces and for interfering with the 
enlistment and recruit service of the United States 


Bureau investigation has further indicated that 
Currant House, which as stated above is also known as t>e World 
Citizens Committee of Glen Gardner, New Jersey, is pacifist 
in nature and that numerous individual members of this group 
at den Gardner have long records of objecting to war* The 
croup does not appear to follow the Communist Pqrtu line or to 
be controlled by the Communist Party* ( 100-369533-5, 15) 
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STANDAMD FORM NO. M 


( Q 


Office Ale; ton • united sin. X Uu O’ OVERNMENT 

TO J£S. r OLSON t/\ DATE: Jfareft 21, 1952 

FROM : L. B. NICHOLS 


SUBJECT: 


DATE: March 21, 1952 


Senator Humphrey of Minnesota, called me on March 20* 


1 7 * 


him a 


iminal 
ts and 
uidual 












«tammmc> raw no. *4 


/' 


Office A ler, 


V\S9 vr 


f TO 


Mr. Belmont 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


V. P. 


NAME CHECKS 


/ 



0 


• UNITED S' 


-T 


rOVERNMENT 


DATE: 




March 11, 1952 


/ 


SENATOR HUMPHREY 

^ ^ y / r / 

oras jof the^ ^Department telephonically 
ended a j*£etfng ~oT~the Senate 

tlons this 'morning and that 

to Senator Hump 
ed the Bureau 

Senator f s staff and had been 


on 


Mr, mic hae: 
advised me hehad at ] 

Judiciary ..Committee 
a fter the me eting., 
ha ap p ro a_c h ed him/ 

1 1 tb~matce name checks 

turned. dOTO*. He stated he did no.t. under § tand Vhy' Senator 
** Humphrey could not get name checks from the Bureau since w 
they were mad^for some of the other Senators, ^fforan stated 
he~advisedlMB»he was not informed on this matter, but that 
he was certair^nere was no discrimination insofar as the Bureau 
was concerned with respec^^> Senator Humphrey. He stated he 
further pointed out to^^H that the Bureau has a very heavy 
workload and in addition, is limited as to the information it j 
can furnish outside of the Executive branch of the government. 




want ed to know with whom he could take_ the 
matter uj^ and get tne Tureau to make the" name checks. Horan / 
that 'the Attorney General would have to rule on the ( 
Bureai^Turni shins, such information, but that Tie had no suggestions y 
forlHHf as to taking the matter up any further. 

Horan stated- he wanted to advise us sinci^ 
pursue the matterVcoiicerning name checks of Senator" 
staff. 


VPffsmls 
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Office Mem ,fu?n • united s 


to 


FROM 


Mr . To Is on 
L. B . Nichols 


dvernmEnt 

1952 


SUBJECT: 


A'/ 


r* M f r. ; rn s a « • » oatb. ^ 

/9 -.^CL ks6l\ l3) ■/ ir 

^ a ^ lid nv AA A + A V f n »1 A + n + 1 A AM 



Fith reference to the Director's notation on 
ft/ff^memorandum to Mr . Belmont dated March 11, 1952, to 
i thee^fect X should see Senator Humphrey and straighten him 
I out in making name checks for Congressmen, I wish to advise 
! that I did this some ti»e ago* 



After seeing^H^BJ I have checked our files and do not 
find anything that even approximates what he had and I am forced 
to the conclusion that what he had was tof^bhej 

Committee on Un-American Acti v 

__ -o give me eitfjfifc . tgii 
a it, which he statea ne i 


I aske 

list of the name 8 



ATO1S 

,e memorandum o 
would do 


has not done . I see no need to follow this further . 


was level i 


was primarily concerned that Senai 




McCarthy 


After seeing talked to Senator Humphrey l 

Senator told me he was not half as much concerned as was 
The Senator thoroughly understands* our position and we will havt 
no further difficulty with him . I told him that if at any time 
when a matter of mutual interest arose he should 



call 


cc 


. Ladd u i m t 


- Mr. Ladd 
Mr. 

i ) W 
py 1. -1952 



Q8 it 
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Memorandum, to Ur, Tolson 


April l'l, 19SS 


might he an instance wherein we could be of assistance to h im. tn 
uh ich event he could be assured we would bend over backwards. 

The Senator was very friendly and spoke of the Bureau 
in most commendatory terms. 

He brought up again the Lee Mortimer book. I told 
him I had checked and found we had recommended Ed Ryan to him 
as Chief of Police and that I thought the thing for him to do was 
Just take it easy and not get too excited. He stated he had 
come to that conclusion himself. 

. aT 
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• UNITED L. 


GOVERNMENT 




Nr* Tolson 
L* Nichols 


■^/subject - yy,/ Vr -J // 


date: April 14, 1952 



/ / V 


/ 




Ffth r«/erence to thg Xirector^a nota ttoTi on 
rngmoronduR o/ ^prij iith, J w<arH~^o^r 3 ir/Teio? /olloioa ? 




in/o rned 


ggugnt co.nygraatton j io 


Thg Director inquires why it to qkjfrpm Marph XPfh 
tS L April 11 th to get around to seeing Humphrey . 

Tou are advised that the memorandum containing the 
Director e notation instructing that J see Humphrey was received 
by me on March 12th, a Wednesday * J hod difficulty seeing 
Humphrey and I did pee — him, on Mgr_C_h however , £_ was not 

dictate a memorandum until April llt&^qz I was checking 
J i2sp_, and frankly there were more imp ortant thing* to be. done* 


)X: CMC 
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■TTANOARO FORM NO. 14 




C C 5 

Office Memorandum y -united s overnment 

'A'lU! 1 ' OflATlAtfci Ifrlft 96 , 19 jg" 

0 fy 

y /' 01»t1h 

Z“- 

to 9 ee 

Jr taugnl ip 
mtr 

HU* hck« 



X toldM/BKgthat of course we could make no commen 
and for hie confidenzTaiinformation me had not received any 
information such as this • I asked him if he had any further 
details • Be stated he didn't but if he had anuthina further 
he would let us know* Be furthe 
was that 



#2 fa . 

LBN: CUC ADDENDUM. LBN. -UP. 9/12/52 to ld ne he had ''2 

been unable to secure any additiona^information and in - 
fact his editor in Chicago has no additional information ; 
that if and when they secure any additional information , 
they would make it available to us% 
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JOSEPH ft. MCCARTHY, Wit. 
KARL E. MUNDT, ft. OAK. 

MARA* RET CHASE SMITH, MAINE 
HEHPfV C. DWOrIhAK, IDAHO 
EVERETT MCKINLEY DlRKftEN, ILL. 

JOHN MARSHALL SUTLER. HD. 

CHARLES E. POTTER, MICH. 


AIPIM.', 


JOHN L. MCCL^ ARK. 
CLYDE R. HOEY, U. C. 

HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. MINN. 
HENRY M. JACKSON, WASH, 
JOHN W. KENNEDY, MASS. 
STUART SYMINGTON, MO. 


WALTER L. REYNOLDS, CHIEF CLERK 
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'HitnUeb JMctiez S>erutic 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 


February 6, 1953 


Special Agent, Headquarters 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D* C. 



Dear Mr, Gillies: 

Just a note to express my appreciation for your taking the time 
to give me a brief view of the interworkings of the Federal 
bureau. I was only sorry that I was unable to spend sufficient 
time to see all of the interesting exhibits and technical lab- 
oratories, Some time in the not too distant future, I would 
like to bring the Senator and make another more extensive tour. 

Tne Bureau is certainly to be commended for an outstanding 
display job. 

Again, my thanks for your helpfulness. 
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Tefcruary 10, 1953 


XXORDUi • 4 ; 



Senate Office Building 
Washington 25, Dm Cm 


Dear 





to my atten 
1953. 



las brought 

on your kind letter to him of Pebruary 6, 


I an indeed gratified that you enjoyed 
your recent visit to our headquarters 9 and I want 
to thank you for your thoughtfulness in so advising 
us* 1 do hope , however, that you will have an 
opportunity tn the near future to take a more 
extensive tour and tfcat Senator Humphrey can 
accompany you at that ttrnem 


COMM - FB 


Sincerely yours * 

A! ! Jr- — ~* v\r.v -•••:> * * # 

/ : ‘ * * - - ..is. Hoover 

I * : w — I ■ r r-. «=... 

T . - rrr 

. - : jU , ^.1 ^ 

Dm ! y ^ 

cc • »*** copy o/ infiiMhgm (RoouS4246) 


FF8 j ■ ir b3 

MAILED 19 



W0& 'WiUUfi 


^lI$ I 2CLu — 1 ^ ^ 



sary because' of lack 


took 
was 

of tine on the part of 
^ 0 J X J ■ 1 Address per p 
Building * . 


Record* Section 
0 / tour 0 / the Bureau* It 



fM 


‘mad,! 

; 7 




y STE B 2 6 19$iJ 



/ 


/ 


to'ifenate office 



. 



HCBERT H. HUMPHREY 

MINNESOTA 


V. 


f 


u O 


'TliCnileb &{oAc& Senate 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

February 4, 1953 



hr. Louis V. Nichols 
Assistant to the Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Nichols: 

Pursuant to our telephone conversation of Tuesday, 
February 3, 1953, I have attached the names and a 
brief biographical sketch of each of the members of 
our staff. Any assistance you may be able to render 
the Senator will be very much appreciated by him. 
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POfTM NO. *4 


Office Menu UWl . -• united states government 


FROM : 


SUBJECT: 


Ur . Tolsoji^yjJ date: February 4, 1953 

L. C0f-K4jri^' \ 

t; ; T p ' " •; \! p | {■ Q ; ■ .{ fpf My JZL ~ . 

^ ^ * ; ^ t— I >V Ji » J Z\*OL J 

rtf ^ r y _ r-\\ f y / lif » X / :uv.. V / 

! )/ , ! i^L-^b ins&J&Oa/b-^ / . 'f^ ir 


Senator Huber tti%umphrey (D-Minnesota) , called me on February 

O-mi^ rt m/J t«i ^ k u Ik a VC /* V- i rt a n ii T k n n>i T»n a o a n k V O A rt 7 ] 

jru u> /*l* y i/ic uj j * u c ^ ^ y ♦ .* yvoc ^ w v^-a. u- 

u>as to aduise that Senator Humphrey had gone on the Foreign 
delations Committee ; that he would come in contact with top 
secret information and the Senator would like for us to 
make a name check of the employees in his office as he did no 4 
want to have anyone in the office on whom there was any quest 
of suspicion* 


‘7C 


I told^^^J that we could not do this and we certainly - 
could not make any investigations « 

He then inquired about furnishing us the names and if 
there was anything on any one of them which should be brought 
to Humphrey 1 s attention, whether we could do it# I told him 
he could furnish us the names but 1 would not make any commitments, 
although as he knew, we had a very friendly relationship with the 
Senator personally * 

At the time came by my office he left the 

attached list of 13 names with biographical data * He stated 
that if we could not process all 13 of them there were four 


who were exceedinoly important, name 1 


I suaaest that we check files on these four and if . a 

•we have not investigated them we might go this farJ ** A * ^ ¥ > i 

, -V‘^ ~fo e *-| rVok JZ m ?c>£/£ 

*Simws stated that Humphrey will be running f of* re-election 
\$in 1954 and that they wanted to get squared away to avoid as much 


j - i vrhuukoin ua p u a o t u jl c# ac *o yu my o u t- ficua \u * 

f-u^Activities Committee for anything they might have on th^sta 
I * He states that he anticipates that Senator McCarthy ondMHH 
might come into the state of Minnesota to campaign again^^t 
Senator * He stated that he was wffd&rijig tJ&V Jgoul? 

mmm «*»•» * 

Attachment * ® 


, i ucnu. uu r * n c a 

• V cc - i/r. Ladd 

HUkfyt? fe" 


reek 


SID • B 





Memorandum for J/r. Tolson 


February 4, 1953 


access to our files • I told him they would have no more access 
to our files than he had • He stated that by virtue of their 
positions as Committee Chairmen , he thought there might be a 
change • I told him that obviously there would be situations 
wherein the Committee could follow an investigation which would 
parallel an investigation by the Bureau and if, for example . 
in a supposititious case, his name should be injected. f that 
obviously in this case there might be some exchange /information 
as he very well knows from his experience on the Hill m 

He states he is not concerned with anything like this • 



STAMAR D FORM HO* 04 


- ‘ \ ) 

Office Memorandum • united states government 


Ur . tfich 




oatb: .February 10, 1953 


M 


CT: INFORMATION CONCERNING EMPLOYEES I N 

OFFICE OF SENATOR HUMPHREY JflP 

( DEM OCR A T-M^NNES OTA ) 

4 . 7 / . # ^ 

PURPOSE: ' i D V 


Pursuant to your rSouest. there ie'set .forth data 


co nee rmn 


MCKGHOUND: Qp. j I 2 

February 4, 1953, 

JHFto Senator Humphrey, forwarded 
^TagrapnTcc^^K^cn^^0T^Tn^l3 employee s in the Office of 
Senator Humphrey * you requested that the files be checked on 
the above-mentioned quartet • 

IN BUREAU FILES: 


6 3 WAP. 23 1 








* ^ 



c % 

r 

'1 

v , KJ 

\ 



* Memo to Mr. Nichols 


February 10 s 1953 



It is recommended that you call ^^fand advise 

him that we have never investigated any of the four key members 
of Senator Humphrey 's staff. 
















8 


ARK. 


JOyFH It. MCCAPTTW, Wll., 

X%ML WUNDT, *. DAK. JOHN L. MCCLE^ . AJtK. 

MARGARET CHAfl |MrTH, MAINE CLYDE R. HOCY, C. 

HENRY <k- DWOKIHAK, IDAHO HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. MH«. 

EVERETT MCKINLEY DI*«k£N. ILL. HENRY M- JACK BON. WASH. 
JOHN MARSHALL SUTLER MD. JOHN F. KENNEDY, MASS. 

CHARLES E. POTTER* MUCH. ^ STUART SYMINGTON, MO. 

WALTER L. REYNOLDS, CHIEF CLERK 


(J ' 

QICnHeb -Stales -Senate 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 


February 10 , 1953 


Mr. Louis B.' Nichols 
Assistant to the Director 
Federal bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C* 




Dear Mr. Nichols : 


a 1 

\ 


Just a brief note to thank you for your 
on my visit to the Eureau the other day. 
was most kind and helpful in shoving me 
laboratories. Unfortunately my time was so limited 
that I wasn’t able to see nearly as much as I had 
hoped to. Some time in the not too far distant future 
I hope that the Senator can join me in making a more 
comprehensive tour of your facilities. 


courtesy 


through the 


> 



\» - ~ 



I thought you might be interested in the attached 
clipping concerning the formation of a new group in 
Minnesota. The ’’letter” addressed to President 



Eisenhower mentioned in this clipping was prepared 



I 


Vith best regards. 



ii 



February I 6 , 1933 







:enator Hubert s* Humphrey 
United State* Senate 
Washington, J>« C* 


Sear 




Tour letter dated February 10, 1933$ directed 
to Mr • Mtchole of thie Bureau and the encloeed newspaper 
clipping have been received • 


Tour courtesy in forwarding this material for 
my attention ie indeed appreciated and J am grateful 
for the interest which prompted your communication • 

It was a pleasure to have you examine our 
facilities recently and I will be glad to arrange a 
more comprehensive tour at your convenience * 


CT' 


ALLir 
HKtP 


r- •, n 


/ - \ \ s'! • - t Sincerely yours , 

\ i m f x \ AQv ? r ; r:n 

J; IL-U 

.jrZ- RY / ]k ; S^m^^/7 < John Sdoar Hoover 


and enclosure ) 






Viw«TTO«d . 
Tele. Ra. _ 
Hsllaaaa— 
Gaady 


Bureau inaices negative re Minnesota Citizens 
Committee for Peace in Korea » a 

SAC , Minneapolis - /ou u/*e requested to ,t/ie Bureau 

any information available in your office files concerning the 
activities of the group known as the Minnesota '-Citizens 
ur .Committ*t for PeaceLin Korea, together with' your recommendation 
1 ' as to whether a security investigation of thi4 .cr'tgdnix&ttion 
is warranted , X ii / \{» < 

w \ /Z^ jC ? 1 • 1 ft ; 

ufil 1 am onJikfhaoe ±a>n') 1/ 

•~y ~ n / 
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Hr. villi*** F, Korers 
Deputy Attorney General 


Director, FBI 


April 9, 1953 

Attention: Hr. Robert V. Minor 


•5? 




tt 


k S'?, 





sfst 

RFGAiiPIhG CIVIL 


loa auBE'ar a. 

RIGHTS 


BCHIMRET 


A 8 


Reference le made to the memorandum of April 2, 1953* 
free Hr, Minor asking for my sonants on that portion of Senator 
Humphrey 9 a attached letter referring to the Federal toe eu of 
Investigation, 

Extensive end Intensive training 1* Riven to #11 regularly 
appointed Special Agents of the Federal ftareau of Investigation 
before they are sent Into the field to conduct investigations. 

This training includes training with reference to violations of 
presently enacted Federal Civil Rights : tatutea aa well as 
violations of other Federal Statutes over which we have priswry 
Jur lad le t ion, 

Of - -^j, 

All ^agents Sere afforded a retraining course periodically 
which Includes training in civil rights investigations, current 
policies, and up-to-date Methods of lnvesdcetions. In #ddition 
tiie Bureau h#e ns Id apcclslised treininr achoola for personnel 
on a selected bwie. This training la designed to give th*ae 0 # , 
men intensive, individual training la Investigations of eAvl£\v. 
rights violations, V ^ & K 

o ™ 


All elrll rl?hia lnr*»tl£«tion* ere assigned Vo aeture end 
•xpertenced agent* to Insure their proper headline and are zir&a »*i 
careful supervision both In the field and at the : eat of Govar*? j *itc 
where a separata unit to handle these witters Is established, "*_* 

1 feel' the t training in the investigations of e vil ri ft* 
violations as well as any violation of a Federal Statute ij f 
primary importance and I shall continue to descend this training. , 
As to the investigations, you way rest essured they are handled ; 
with dispatch and thoroughness, %n ' 

In eecordance with your request. Senator At 1 Wl 

Le attached hereto, 

v/ 
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WWMPl’WM NO. 

Office 

Mem ; um 

TO i 

Mr. Ladd " 

FROM » 

Mr. Roser|/ 

SUBJECT : 

LETTER FROM SENATOR 


i 


UNITED S 

/>? 




GOVERNMENT 


date? April 9 9 1953 


ALL INFOPr.'ATiO’! Wf) 

err- r !C.lf 


yrr 

h ;iO 



LETTER FROM SENATOR HUBlfcf ' H.. HUMPHREY f>v . 

REGARDING CIVIL RIGHTS L;; * 1 * ~(p^-4r ^ / 



By memorandum dated April 2, 1953 > the First Assistant 

Deputy Attorney General Robert W. Minor, forwarded a letter dated 
February 24, 1953* wnicn attorney General Brownell had received 

" ~ . - _ in / 1 \ f 


Yl(s 


Senator Humphrey regarding Senate Bill ,#464* 

Mr. Minor requested comments with respect to the reference in 
the second paragraph of Senator Humphrey’s letter which states in part, 
"The bill would increase the personnel of the FBI so as to include 
agents trained in investigating civil rights violations and thus better \ 
able to carry our the functions of the Bureau under Federal Law." I 

'X~ * — * . 1 

, Senate Bill #4&4> 83rd Congress, introduced January 13* 1953> 

\provides for a reorganization of the Department of Justice to provide 
Jan additional Assistant Attorney General, appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate, to be in charge of a civil rights division. 
Section 102 of this bill provides "The personnel of the FBI of the 
Department of Justice shall be increased to the extent necessary to carry- 
out effectively the duties of such Bureau with respect to the investi- 
gations of civil rights cases under applicable Federal Law. Such Bureau 
shall include In the training of Its agents appropriate training and 
instructions, to be approved by the Attorney General, in the investi- 
gation of civil rights cases." Senator Humphrey, in addition, says in his 
letter that he is sure that the Attorney General is interested In the , 
enactment of an effective civil rights program. He says that he is not 
particularly interested In whether Senate Bill #4&4 becomes law or whethep 
the objective can be attained through effective reorganization, or througli 
the enactment of a bill introduced by some other member of Congress, 
requested the Department to investigate the possibility of attaining the- 
objectives of this bill through the Reorganization Act ^of 1953* \jf? 5 

It is to be noted in the reply to the 'Deputy Attorney Gene/reti 
we refer to the fact that a specialized school has been given with (J q 
respect to civil rights matters. The last school held was for two aays o 
January 14 and 15* 1952. It is to be noted that separate consideration gs 
being given to the holding of another specialized school on civil rightsg 
matters in view of the number of developments which have occurred in theo 
past year, such as the civil rights cases In-New York. 

rtECORDtfHi 

RECOMMENDATION: ' , rrv -i% 


iU.-27y/r-Al 


O 

2 

z 

t=> 


That attached memorandum be forwarded tto Deputy Attorney 
Attachment (V 

m v (< 


Rogers . 
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Office TAemJ, tvrJluin • united s gov 


Mr. Clegg- 
Mr. Glavin. 
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SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT H/HUMP 
INFORMATION CONCERNING 


to j Director, FBI * , . , r . date: June 1 5, 

Aj /hs /• ! I I ' T»r. ■ ' r - - r-r r, I r . r r , Mr ‘ Tracy 

jM^FROM = SAC, Minneapolis jj-pr. ;; . j VnV''/ kX,H ' ' ™ WEI • £ S^ZZ 

SUBJECT: SENATOR HUBERT HpHmfPHHOTjp ‘ ' ' '' “ U ‘ ; I'L/i^S.V ! ED Tei^Kocm^lt 

INFORMATION CONCERNING UA I RV Mr. Holloman— 

^ * u *3 I JJLZ?<y (_[ 'i\]j 31 r, 

On June 12, 1953, ASAC CALVIN 5* HOTARD addressed ^the 1953 Anmu 
Convention of the Minnesota Chapter of the National Association of Postmiata pT 
at Faribault, Minnesota U. S. Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY from Minnesota, also 
addressed this gathering on the same date* Senator HTTMPHRtil^ during his address, 
took occasion to speak highly of the FBI and the Director* ulie expressed the 
utmost confidence in the FBI's handling of security matters. ' Senator HTTMPHRET 
made the statement, "I trust Mr* JOHN EDGAR HOOVER. I have the utmost faith 
in the FBI and the integrity of its f^ents." 

Ltt f,?jt C£ 

Following Senator HUMPHREY'S address, >SAC HOWARD personally expressed 
in behalf of the Director and the FBI ^ appreciation of the commendable remaria 
made by Senator HUMRIREY • u i r. .. 

This is for the Bureau's information. .. . 

! «" -o:- . 

CBHiest J V r>3 ,1, REC0uD£D-U ^ ^ Si ^ 


CBH:est 


V 1,3 in .r 


^ (.i - 77 V*T ' 

, (j 3 JUL 7 ^3 
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Office ftAe??, * • UNITED S7 GOVERNMENT 


y[$&i 


Director, FBI 
SAC, Minneapolis 


SUBJECT; 


4 


DATE: June 17, 1953 


I am in receipt oTNl personal letter from Senator HUBERT H. 
HUMPHREY which r/ads follows \ 

J!Subert H .2umj.hrey„ , : *,j ■. - : 

Minnes o ta H'j / ^ r h ^ ' 1 / 


UNITED STATES SENATE 
Washington, DC 


June 5, 1953 


yy/./J 

Y‘ 


"Mr. W. Go Banister 
732k W. Lake Street 
St, Louis Park, Minnesota 

Dear Mr. Banister: 




We all have a deep and abiding respect 
for the work of the FBI and we owe a great deal to 
you men who devote your lives to this work. I am 
sure that if it applies anywhere the designation 
♦unsung heroes* belongs to you. Certainly the work 
of the FBI is known to all but it Is the Individuals 
who perfom the tasks involved so ably that we so 
seldom get to know about. 

Let me just take this opportunity to 
thank you on behalf of our entire community. 


i: »J3 

* H 

4 5 


Sincerely yours, 


A! ! IF\: r~"!T/WP>r-r, 

rt L i : . t . ./ i . i ( , with sill! toes v wishes . 

HFRV- ' ■ ' : Avv: 

D:-. ! ,i ^ /a/ Hubert, H. Humphrey 

I have written Senator HUMPH REY than king_h.lm for his goo d 
wishes— an4-4wa ye I nf orm e d -frfarr that, l~was advising you of his 
expression of appreciation for work of the FBI Agents. 

.... : - a A 

Senator HUMPHREY* s le'tSfibr Was ; occasioned apparently by an 
article ap££fcrlngpln the' column *Town Toppers" of the 1 
Minneapolis Star asvfe^&opy of It was clipped t<* Jj 

HUMPHREY'S letter. ^ RFCORDED - 2^ ^ 


, V?lfr 


cory**cm 


l 


FRPM: 


subj kut : 


Mr. Tolson 
L.B. Nichols 


/?'u/rA 7L SlL 


July 22, 1953 


A/r*:' l 


^ur^oses, 

to Senator Humphrey (D-MinnesotV), called j^J^in my office at 5?2^PM 
on Friday, July 17, 1953* I^MWmede reference to a check of FBI files 
under Senate Resolution ^lfe^^Te a dvised the Senetor now desired to 
send to Deputy Attorney General William P. Rogers a brief biographical 
sketch on each of the members of his staff in compliance with the , 

Resolution and he finds he did not retain a cony of a previously ore- b'* 

M «• A J T 4 A « tin 4 mm tv t» A a /\v^4- A M n A W ft 1 1 **— t A « mm i««ft ^ A M A i- a — ^ T) _ —a. . . . I _ 

not ff.utu o ciiu ’ cuiio j.xjf vjkj inc uiiuui' uato u± rcurUary 

19^3* k© said his February U letter contained a 13-pete enclosure, a , 
copy of which he would appreciate having sent to his office by special v 
messenger. 

Bureau file 62-77U85-22 reflects that^^l^^^^B did send tre 
such a list and in compliance with his request Ihed^MJPyesterday send 
over a copy of the desired biographical data on each member of the 
Senator's staff as originally supplied by the latter. 


cc 

- Mr. 

Ladd 

cc 

- Mr. 

^el^ont 

cc 

- Mr. 

Rosen 

mm 

f:otm 



/~ - 1 a p* * ’ t r. ' t j r n 

ftLiwfg 
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Mafr 31, 


1954 


Mr, J. Edgar Hoover, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C, 



Dear Mr, Hoovers 

On a recent trio to Minnesota I had brought to my 
attention some Political literature being mailed *o 
certain trade unions. This literature carried the 
following sponsorship — Communist Party, Minnesota- 
Dakotas District, Box 714* Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
Aoril 1954 release, 

I merely wanted to bring this to your attention. I 
am not sure that it will be of any hel$ to your 
Bureau but I thought you would like to know that the 
Communist Party has stepped up its activities M.n 
Minnesota, as I am sure it has in other Places \ 

Sincerely, 


/a/ H. H. Humphrey 
Hubert H. Humphrey 




\kArJL'?£? 

NOT RECORDED 
199 JUN 141954 


0 

Honorable Hubert B # Humphrey 
Butted States Senate 
tfaehi ngton, D 9 C« 

My dear Senators 

Tour letter dated Hap 31, 1954, ho s been 
received • Xt was indeed thoughtful of you to 
transmit this information for my attention • 



Please feel free to communicate with me 
at any time X nay be of assistance • 


ALL ! r; 
i 


i * 

1 i i L. 

! ^i . 
, uu! 


T-v.Nrn 

* . * * . V L_ U 


DAT 


Sinotrtly yours. 


th copies of incoming ) 


guested to alert your informants 
nossi bilitu of increased activity 
on the part of the leadership in District #9, Communist 
Party, USA, as indicated in the attachment. 


and 


rou ar< 
sources to 


jvar£ tel low unlt: 


Summary of acti vities July 1 - December 31, 
1953, CP, USA, prepared 2-1-54 discloses District #9 
maintains no official headquarters but literature is 
received through Post Office Box 714, Minneapolis • 
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